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The purpose of this thesis is to analyse the extent to which the
uneven quality of educational facilities between metropolitan communities
is affecting the pattern of mobility of families in the metropolitan area.
Part I studied the relation between the rates of education-specific
inmigration into the central city and into the suburbs of Metropolitan Areas
of the North East Region in the United States. It was found on the basis of
Census data in print, that suburbs experience a higher rate of inmigration
of highly educated families than central cities. To test to what extent these
families moved to the suburbs in response to shifts in white collar employment,
or to enjoy the status derived from owning a single home, a particular sub-
group of movers was studied: those who moved to the suburbs with a job in
the central city and choosing to live in an attached dwelling unit or apart-
ment. In this analysis I used U.S. Census data available on computer tape,
based on a sample of 1/1000 inhabitants. It was found that highly educated,
higher income families with a job in the central city tend to move at a
greater than average frequency to the suburbs and tend to choose at a greater
than average frequency to live in an attached dwelling unit. This led to
the conclusion that, since these families are of relatively high education
and in the age of having school children, there is evidence that part of
this "flight to the suburbs" was "educational flight": to take advantage
of the generally better quality of educational opportunities in the suburbs
compared to the education available in the central city.
In Part II the emphasis was shifted from the central city-suburbs
dichotomy to an analysis of the distribution of families of specific socio-
economic characteristics with children in the school going age over the
seventy-six communities of one metropolitan area. The information for this
analysis was retrieved from the BRPP data bank, combined with statistical
data provided by the Massachusetts Department of Education. It was found
that there are wide differences in educational opportunities among the
seventy-six communities, and that most of the communities with high ranking
educational facilities tend to attract high proportions of high status
families as new residents, while communities ranking low on the quality
of their school systems, tend to attract disproportionately many families
of low socio-economic status, and few or none of high socio-economic status.
I identified seven communities which ranked high on the quality of educational
facilities as well as on the rate at which they attract high incame families
with school going children. These cammunities did not consistently rank high
on "magnet factors" other than educational facilities such as level of tax
base, accessibility to the central city, incidence of juvenile delinquency,
the extent of discrepancy between social services and social needs in the
community, preponderance of the single dwelling unit, and employment. This
led to the conclusion that the choice of community of residence by this
category of movers was most probably primarily determined by the favorable
educational opportunities provided by these particular communities.
INTRODUCTION
A problem common to many central cities in the United
States is that they are losing an important segment of their popula-
tion to surrounding suburbs. Often this loss is painted as being
to the disadvantage of the central city, because it allegedly de-
prives the city population of local leadership, tax paying ability
and socio-economic heterogeneity which is one of the prime character-
istics of the city as a social institution.
It is often assumed that the population which is moving out
tends to be on the average of higher socio-economic status than the
population which remains or moves into the city. If this process is
in fact occurring and were to continue it is feared that the obvious
result will be a disparative growth in socio-economic terms between
the central city and its environing suburbs in a metropolitan area.
A symptomatic statement is offered in a lead article in the Wall
Street Journal:
'Pessimists point to the persistent flight
of better heeled tax payers from central
to suburban cities and the continuing in-
flux of needy poor, often minority groups
with larger broods, to take their place.
They note, too, that the central city is
saddled with the greatest deterioration
and congestion. And they are pessimistic over
the ability of cities to substantially diver-
sify their income sources beyond the property
tax or to command sufficient helpings, at
State or Federal aid to meet their growing
needs.n,2
1. Louis W7irth: "Urbanism as a Way of Life", American Journal
of Sociology, Vol. 44, July, 1938, pp.1-24.
2. Mitchell Gordon, "Doomed Cities?" The Vall Street Journal,
October 16, 1962.
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I suggest that the doomsday interpretation of the trends
discerned in the recent past requires important revision.
I come to this conclusion on the basis of the following
analysis of migration flows between the city of Boston, its envir-
oning ring of suburbs and the area outside the boundaries of the
metropolitan area.
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Socio-Economic Migration Patterns Between Boston, Its Suburbs and
the Rest of the United States
In this thesis, socio-economic status will be symbolized
in terms of educational attainment, income level and occupation.
In this introductory study I will focus upon educational
attainment as indicative for socio-economic status. The use of
other personal characteristics, such as incame level or occupation
would unlikely alter the conclusions in a decisive way.
On first glance there is ample evidence that the central
city is in deed losing its segment of well educated people.
For the purpose of analysis the population of twenty-five
years and over is divided into three segments: those of four or
more years of college education, those who have had no more than
eight years of education and the remaining segment in between;
those with more than eight years elementary education but less
than four years of college.
An examination of the Census reveals that during the
period 1955-1960, 8,000 highly educated persons moved out of Boston
to the ring of suburbs in the metropolitan area. During the same
period 2,400 moved from the ring to the city. This means a net loss
from the central city to the suburbs of 5,600 persons of high educa-
tion.
However, 5,200 persons of high education moved into Boston
from outside the metropolitan area.
A crucial element in this migration process is how many
persons with high education moved from Boston to outside the metro-
politan area.
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If the net loss to suburbia was 5,600 and the gain from
outside the Metropolitan Area was 5,200 and there were no out migra-
tion to outside the metropolitan area, the highly educated population
would remain approximately stable.
In other words, the net loss in educated people from the
central city of Boston equals approximately the net loss of the city
of Boston to the rest of the United States, outside the metropolitan
area.
The following calculation was undertaken to estimate this
out migration: the education-specific outmigration can be statistically
approximated by ccamparing the differences between the education-specific
categories in the 1950 and 1960 Census. Allowances should be made for
(a) the intra-metropolitan migration, (b) the inmigration from outside
the metropolitan area, (c) education specific mortality, (d) changes
in the educational attainment of the indigenous population.
Values computed to ascertain the gross outmigration of popula-
tion with high education from Boston to the rest of the United States
outside the SMSA, during the period 1955-1960, follows on the next page.
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(1) Population of high education'
1955
(2) Gain from suburbs
(3) Loss to suburbs
(4)
(5) (1) plus or minus (4)
(6) gain from aging
(7) loss due to death
(8)
(9) (5) plus or minus (8)
(16) gain from outside the
SNSA
(11) loss to outside the
SMSA
(12) (9) plus (10)
(13) RESIDUAL
(14) population of high
education 1960
See page 6
See page 7
See page 9
32,315
2,400
8,000
- 5,600
5,600
26,715
5,300
2,300
+ 3,000
3,000
29,715
5,200
RESIDUAL
5,200(+R)
5,200
34,915 34,915
2,915
32,000
1.
2.
3.
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RE: (1)
The population of high education in 1955 is not available
in the U.S. decennial Census of Population. However an estimate can
be made by interpolation:
Population with educational attainment
of four years college or more 1950 ............................. 32,635
Population with educational attainment
of four years college or more 1960 ............................ 32,000
Net decrease in population with educa-
tional attainment of four years college
or more, period 1950-1960 ..................................... 635
Estimated annual decrease: 64
Decrease over five year period: 320
Estimated population with educational
attainment of four years college or more
in 1955 ....... ......... ......................................... 32,315
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RE: (6)
Each year the population gains in highly educated people
when a new cohort of youngsters graduate after four years of college
attendance.
How many Boston youngsters graduated in the period 1955-
1960 and remained in Boston, or had already graduated after four
years of college before 1955, but attained age twenty-five during
this period is unrecorded. However the number can be approximated
by comparing the age cohort of youngsters with education of four
years of college or more of age twenty-five to twenty-nine in 1950
with the age cohort of highly educated youngsters of age twenty-five
to twanty-nine in 1960.
None of those aged twenty-five to twenty-nine were,in 1960,
twenty-five in 1955. Some of those aged twenty-five - twenty-nine
in 1960 had come from outside Boston.
The total population with high education in 1960 was 32,000.
7,600 of those had come to Boston from outside of Boston in the period
1955 to 1960. This is 24%.
Of the total population of ages twenty-five - twenty-nine
in 1960, which was 21,400, 5,200 did not live in Boston in 1955.
This is also 24%.
Consequently, it is safe to assume that 76% of the highly
educated Bostonians of ages twenty-five - twenty-nine in 1960 was
gained by Boston resulting from aging and/or graduation in Boston
itself.
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Quite surprisingly the number of highly educated young-
sters of ages twenty-five - twenty-nine in Boston is available in
the Census for 1950, but not for 1960. In this computation it
was assumed that, since the total population with educational
attainment of four years college or more had hardly changed between
1950-1960 (being 32,635 in 1950 and 32,000 in 1960), the twenty-five
through twenty-nine age group with high educational attainment had most
likely also remained stable or gained somewhat in proportion to the
total age group. The age group of twenty-five - twenty-nine year
olds with high educational attainment was 6,860 persons in 1950, and
was assumed to be 7,000 in 1960.
Applying the 76% ratio to this subpopulation, it appears that
Boston has gained during the period 1955-1960 some 5,300 persons with
high educational attainment, due to aging and conversion of lower
educated into highly educated people.
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RE: 7
Loss due to natural attrition was estimated by a straight
application of rounded age-specific death rates to the population of
high education of 1950.
Age Group Death Population Number of Deaths Survivors Age
1950 Rate 1950 1950-1960 1960 19
25-29 2.0 6,860 140 6,720 35-:
30-34 3.5 4,700 170 4,620 40-
35-44 5.0 8,518 430 8,085 45-
45-54 12.5 6,015 750 5,265 55-
55-64 27.5 3, 530 1000 2,530 65-
65 + 71.0 2,925 2100 823 75
4590
The loss due to deaths over the ten year period was 4,590.
It was estimated that over the five year period (1955-1960) the City
lost 2,300 persons with high educational attainment as a result of
natural attrition.
The loss of highly educated people to outside Boston can
now be deducted as being the residual. Hence, the total loss to
outside the metropolitan area is estimated to have been 2,915, or
nearly 3,000.
Group
60
39
44
54
64
74
+
The important point in the "doomsday interpretation" of
metropolitan migration patterns during the late 1950's is that low
status population is replacing high status population in the central
city, and this indeed holds true for Boston during the period 1955-1960.
- 10 -
If the outmigration had not taken place between 1955 and
1960 the proportion of highly educated persons in the population
twenty-five years and over would have been 6.6%, where in fact the
proportion had became in 1960 5.2%. For lowly educated persons the
percentage would have been 15.6%, where in fact it had beccme in
1960 16.4%. Thus the ratio indicating the resulting disparity
between highly and lowly educated people changed from 1 : 2.49 to
1 : 3.01.
Obviously, if this trend is to continue into the future
the central city is indeed doomed to lose more and more highly
educated people and is to gain proportionately in persons with low
levels of education.
Two very important aspects are however neglected in this
somber presentation of the dilemma for the central city.
First the rate of inmigration of highly educated people
is substantially higher for highly educated people than for people
with low levels of education.
Second, people with low levels of education can be assisted
in achieving higher levels of education, at least for the next genera-
tion.
Concerning the first point: if the exodus of highly edr ated
people to the suburbs can be stemmed the unfavorable trend in the ratio
between highly educated segments and segments with low education in
the central city population is apt to reverse. To quantify this ob-
servation I have developed an Index of Disparitive Inmigration.
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The purpose of this index, which is described and qualified
in more detail in the Appendix, is to measure to what extent the
migration flow between two or more geographical areas results in
terms of inmigration in an a-proportional concentration of people
of specific socio-economic characteristics in one sub-area as compared
to all other distinguished sub-areas forming together the total
study area, which is studied as a closed system.
Table ooo shows the score of Boston on the Index of Dis-
parative Inmigration as compared with the score of the combined suburbs
on the index.
According to Table 000 there is presently no disparative
inmigration between the central city of Boston and its surrounding
suburbs in educational terms. In fact the score of the city of Boston
on the Index of Disparative Inmigration exceeds the score of the combined
suburbs surrounding the city by a factor of 2-1/2.
What these calculations indicate is that there is no lack of
interest among the highly educated segment of the population to take
residence in the city. This interest comes to expression in the fact
that actual residential choices by highly educated people in the central
city outweigh residential choices of this category in the suburban
ring, if compared in relative terms with the actual residential choices
of less educated segments in the population.
Thus it is safe to state that, although high educated people
generally moved out of the city, at the same time many moved in too.
Table 000
INIEX OF DISPARITIVE IN MIGRATION, SCORE FOR BOSTON AND FOR SUBURBS
BOSTON
High education
(college or
more)
Low education
(less than
highschool)
(1)
non-movers
a
in 000
43.4
287.5
b
13.0
87.0
(2)
movers from out-
side the SMSA
a
in 000
12.1
21.5
b5
36.0
64.0
(3)
ratio of(2) On (2)
2.75
0.74
330.9 100.0 33.6 100.0
SUBURBS
High education
(college or 153.1 22.0 101.4 28.1 1.27
more)
1.36
Low education
(less than 548.0 78.0 257.1 72.0 0.93
highscholl)
7M.1 100.0 358.5 100.0
I.D.I. for Boston
RATIO of I.D.I. for Suburbs
(4)
I.D.I.
ratio of
high on
low
3.71
3.71
1.36
- 2.75
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This situation provides an important opportunity for
future policies. For if it is held desirable to retain a balance
in the proportional distribution of status levels in the central
city population there truly is sufficient influx of persons of
high status; and the major emphasis should be to retain the in-
flux once it settled in the city.
Concerning the second point: in 1962 Boston high schools
ranked 52nd among seventy-six metropolitan communities in college
entrance. 23% of Boston's high school graduates continued their
education to a four year college in 1962. This is less than half
the rate of the communities which send the largest proportion of
high school graduates to a four year college.
As is evident from Dr. Conant's "slums and Suburbs", two
types of secondary education have actually developed in the northern
cities. Education in the central city has become strongly oriented
towards vocational preparation, while education provided by some
suburban school systems has nearly completely specialized on college
entrance preparation.
Although academic courses are provided by high schools in
the central city; the school systems of some suburban communities pro-
vide disproportionately more, and it is not surprising that parents
who want their children to continue into college, move away from the
central city to increase the educational opportunities of their
children. As for Dr. Conant, he writes: "Many of these well-to-do
families who have same years ago sent their children to private schools,
now find the costs prohibitive and admission difficult because of
increasing selectivity at the better known private schools."1
1. James B. Conant: "Slums and Suburbs", New York, 1963, p. 73.
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This situation provides an important challenge to central
city school systems: in the first place to provide an abundance of
academic stimulus to children of less affluent families, and also
to induce affluent families to remain in the city.
Thus, an increase in the segment of educated citizens in
the population can came primarily from two sources: by the conver-
sion of children of families with little parental education into
youngsters with higher levels of education, and by the attraction
and retention of new families with high parental education, all
through the cycle of family formation.
As will be shown in Part I of this thesis a strong segment
of the influx of highly educated people cames into the central city
as single individuals or as young couples and moves out again as a
starting family. To know what makes these families move out is one
of the prerequisites for formulating a policy. Generally, core cities
have responded by embarking on massive physical renewal programs to
make the city more attractive to those who are inclined, and feel
free, to avoid the city as a place bf residence if general amenities
are more appealing elsewhere.
In this thesis I will search for evidence that educational
opportunities in public education outside the central city, though
not THE single factor, have been at least a very important considera-
tion in the decision of a substantial segment of the population which
moved from central cities to suburbs in the late 1950's.
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If this evidence can be presented the implication is
clear. If, among the central city's planning objectives there is
the target to attract and retain high status families, physical
renewal will have to be accompanied and associated with renewal
of educational institutions. Current planning practices are still
very remote fram inter-marriage between physical and educational
plans as would be required to achieve such targets.
- 16 -
Differential Educational Opportunities and Residential Choices
The purpose of this thesis is to establish what link, if
any, exists between the quality of educational facilities of a com-
munity and the rate at which a community attracts new residents of
specific socio-economic characteristics.
The picture which arises from a study of the current
literature is somewhat contradictory. On the one hand there is
evidence that families in their residential choice do take the
availability, or nearness, of quality educational facilities into
account. On the other hand it is clear that educational opportunities
are only one factor among many others which induce a family to move,
or which affect a family to choose residence in one location rather
than in another location within a metropolitan area.
This study will focus upon the Boston Metropolitan Area,
consisting of seventy-six communities as defined by the U.S. Census
of 1960. Some of the evidence however will be derived from a wider
geographical area, particularly the North East Region.
In the first part of the thesis I will analyse the socio-
economic characteristics of migration flows between the central city
and the surrounding suburbs.
In this part the major source of information is the U.S.
Census of Population 1960, special subject report on migration, and
the U.S. Census, sample of 1/1000 available on computer tape.
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In the second part I will analyse the community-specific
distribution of movers, and compare the socio-economic characteristics
of movers versus non-movers, and the comparative weight of community
characteristics or "magnet factors" with which the extent of inmigra-
tion can be associated.
In this part the major source of information will be a survey
conducted by the Boston Regional Planning Project in 1963/1964. Migra-
tion flows into seventy-six communities of the Boston Metropolitan Area
will be analysed in terms of level of income and occupation of movers
and non-movers, where the level of income and occupation is chosen in
such a way as to overlap with probable educational attainment.
Socio-economic characteristics were analysed in terms of
educational attainment, income level and occupational status of head
of household. Due to constraints resulting from the use of various
mutually independent data source, it was impossible to analyse socio-
economic migration flows according to the three criteria of educational
attainment, income level and occupational status in combination. Thus,
in Part I migration flows are analysed in terms of educational attainment
whereas in Part II the analysis takes into account income and occupation.
As is well known there is an intimate relation between the
three criteria of socio-econamic status which is (analysed in a large
body of sociological literature) maybe more clearly evident from the
consistency among the elements of the socio-economic status score, in
use by the U.S. Bureau of the Census which is summarized in the following
table:
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1Socio-Economic Status Consistency
All three components consistent
Occupation and education consistent, incme high
Occupation and education consistent, income low
Occupation and income consistent, education high
Occupation and income consistent, education low
Education and income consistent, occupation high
Education and income consistent, occupation low
All inconsistent, education highest, occupation lowest
All inconsistent, occupation highest, income lowest
All inconsistent, occupation highest, education lowest
All inconsistent, education highest, income lowest
All inconsistent, income highest
Heads of
Families
13,215
4,912
6,107
2,558
6,751
4,950
2,287
188
640
622
601
2,173
45,004
Percentaige
28.8
61.8
9.4
100.00
In this study the components of socio-economic characteristics
were given this following definition:
Status
High Status
Education
4 years
college
or more
Income
More than
$10,000
Occuoation
Professional
Middle Status More than $5,000- Not taken into
high school $10,000 account
Less than
college
Low Status high school less than Not taken into
only $5,000 account
1964.1. U.S. Bureau of Census, Manual for Sample 1/1000, Washington, D.C.,
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The categorization is based upon the major criterium
that average income for profeshionals with educational attain-
ment of four years of college or more is $10,000. For other
occupations (except for managerial where average income is $13,400),
it is less than $10,000; e.g. for clerical and sales with four
years of college, average income is $6,000). Average income of
high school graduates, regardless of occupational status is $4,970
or rounded is $5,000.1
1. U.S. Census of Population, 1960. Subject Report Occupation
by Earnings and Education, Table 2.
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TIEREICAL FAIM
Migration and Education
On a national basis, modern migration can be interpreted
as fulfilling a function of balancing out geographical income in-
equalities. Since the beginning of the industrial revolution the
main streams of migration have been from low income areas to high
income areas: between countries as well as within countries, from
the rural to the urban areas, from small towns to large cities, and
recently from central cities to suburbs. The flow of migrants has
thus been considered as a flow towards economic opportunities.
This consideration finds its reflection in the importance
which economists and city planners give to the economic base con-
cept. This concept entails that the future size and socio-economic
composition of the population of a community is (approximately)
determined by the future size and composition of new employment
opportunities in that community.
The validity of this interpretation has been amply demonstrated
for large urban areas, as for example by Charles Leven in his case
study of the Elgin Dundee Area "Theory and Method of Income and
Product Accounts for Metropolitan Areas", and by the work of Charles
Thiebout and Walter Is-ard.
However, an important aspect in this interpretation of the
process of migration has so far been largely overlooked. This is,
that to improve its economic opportunity a family is apt to search
for the best educational opportunity for the children to achieve better
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economic opportunities for the next generation. Only recently there
are trends in the literature which point to the aspects of differential
educational opportunities in geographical terms, and the importance of
educational opportunities in family migration and inter-generational
social mobility.
Evidence is becoming available that in inter-continental migra-
tion other factors, particularly educational opportunities do affect the
direction of major migration flows.
"3tudies have shown that areas that are losing population
particularly their young people, spend less per student on education
than those which are growing."1
Educational opportunities seem to become of even larger importance
when considering migration flows within metropolitan areas. Whereas
economic opportunities are still a considerable determinant affecting
migration flows between central cities and suburbs, this factor loses
importance in affecting migration flows between the various suburban
communities ringing the central city of a metropolitan area. It is here
that educational opportunities seem to gain in importance as a magnet
factor.
The higher mobility of higher educated people comes from
two major sources. On the intra-metropolitan level: highly educated
people are likely to respond more readily to differential employment
opportunities, because high salary differences in absolute terms
1. Economic Report of the President, Washington, D.C., 1966, p. 95.
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between geographical regions makes it worthwhile for them to move
larger distances.
On the inter-metropolitan level, highly educated people
tend to be more free of locational constraints because their salaries
give them choice over the full range of the housing supply in combina-
tion with alternative means of transportation. They are therefore
less tied down to the location of their job, or to the availability
of affordable housing, and as a result are more likely to respond
readily to the differential quality of community services, particularly
educational facilities, available for the education of their children.1
It is the major hypothesis underlying this thesis, that
besides other factors, educational opportunities provided by a com-
munity form an important "magnet factor" in attracting new families
or bringing about a shift in the socio-economic composition of the
population of a community.
1. James M. Beshers and Eleanor N. Nishuira: "A Theory of Internal
Migration Differentials" Social Forces, Vol. 39, 1960-1961.
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My main hypothesis, derived from the foregoing discussion
is that at least for a segment of the population a residential move
partly fulfills the function of improving the economic opportunity
of the head of the household, and partly fulfills the function of
improving the educational opportunity for the children in the family.
How to describe the segment of the population for which
the hypothesis is most valid?
My first subhypothesis is that the effect of education as
an income generating factor is best recognized by those who have
themselves gone through the experience of obtaining quality education
and obtaining high earning power. Highly educated, high income
earning parents are more likely to attach great value to the educa-
tion of their children than parents with relatively low education
or parents with high education but low earnings.
It should be remembered at the same time that at a national
level persons with high educational attainment tend to migrate at a
higher rate and tend to move over longer distances than persons with
1
low educational attainment.
In part I of the thesis I will verify to what extent the
two hypotheses hold true for migration flows between central cities
and suburbs. In part II I will verify to what extent the hypothesized
relation holds true for inmigration flows within the seventy-six com-
munities of the Boston Metropolitan Area.
1. James M. Beshers and Eleanor N. Nishiura: "A Theory of Internal
Migration Differentials", Social Forces, Vol. 39, 1960-1961.
I
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TABLE 01
SELECTIVE OUTMIGRATION (N BOSTON TO SUBURBS
Non-Movers
in Boston
8.8
9.7
8.6
5.6
4.0
5.0
12.7
14.4
15.0
16.4
100.0
Movers From Central
City to Suburbs
13.0
9.2
5.0
6.0
11.0
13.0
18.0
11.0
7.0
6.0
99.2
0-5
5-9
10-14
14-19
20-24
25-29
30-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65+
ISSSSSOW7-q
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TABLE 02
PARENTAL EDUCATION
Less than eight years
Eight years
One to Three years high school
Four years high school
One to three years college
Four years or more college
Non-Movers
in Boston
18.0
18.0
20.0
30.0
7.0
6.0
99.0
Movers to
Suburbs
9.0
9.0
19.0
55.0
35.0
12.0
91,
- 26 -
TABLE 03
OCCUPATION
Non-Movers Movers to
in Boston Suburbs
Professional 10.0 20.0
Farmers and Farm Managers 0.0
Managers and Proprietors 8.7 12.9
Clerical and Kindred 11.5 10.0
Sales Workers 7.3 1o.6
Craftsmen Foremen 19.5 19.8
Operatives 17.7 15.4
Service Workers 11.6 5.5
Laborers 6.4 3.4
Occupation not reported 7.0 2.2
99.7 99.8
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TAABL 04
Non-Movers
in Bostonsom-pa
Movers to
Suburbs
Under $ 2000,--
S 2000,- to $ 29,-
* 3.000O- to t 3.999,-$ 4.000,- to S 4.999,-
$ 5.000,- to $ 5.999,-$ 6.ooo,- to $ 6.999,-
47000,- to $ 9.999,-
$ 10 .0 0 0 ,- to $ 14.000,-
$ 15.000,- and over
6.1
5.2
7.4
10.6
14.0
11.6
24.8
14.8
4.8
100.0
2.5
2.2
4.8
7.6
14*2
13.8
30.0
17.0
7.5
100.0
PART I
VERIFICATION OF HYPOTHESES
Differences Between Central Cities and Suburbs
Under the corresponding nul hypothesis there would be no
statistical association between the level of parental education and
the proportion of family moves to areas of relatively high educational
opportunities.
Is there statistical evidence to reject the nul hypothesis
as far as migration between central cities and suburbs is concerned?
Assuming as a working hypothesis later to be corrected1
that on an aggregate basis the quality of public education available
in the suburbs is generally better than in the central city, there
is statistical evidence that in the Boston Metropolitan Area higher
educated households move from the central city to the suburbs at a
substantially higher rate than the lower educated households.
Table 001 shows that, comparing persons who lived in the
central city of Boston in 1955 and who still live there in 1960
(the non-movers), with persons who lived in the central city in 1955
and who had moved to the suburbs of the Boston Metropolitan Area in
1960, a relatively large proportion of movers tend to be in the very
young ages (5-9) and in the ages of family formation (25-44).
Movers from the suburban ring into the central city also tend
to move at a higher incidence at the ages of family formation (although
the cut-off point is here younger: 25-34), but significantly, there
is no accompanying high incidence among the youngsters in the school
going ages.
1. See Page II-1
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Comparing movers and non-movers by educational attain-
ment, the movers tend to have substantially higher levels of
education (Table 002). For those who moved to suburbia the pro-
portion of persons with college level education is twice as high
as for those who remained in the central city, while the propor-
tion of those having no more than eight years of education was
half as high.
Similarly, occupation-wise, the proportion of education-
intensive occupations such as professionals among those who left
the city is twice as high as for those who remained in the city,
while the proportion of service workers was half as low (Table
003).
It is interesting to note that socio-economic differences
between those who moved from the central city to suburbia, compared
with those who remained in the city are stronger in respect to age,
education and occupation than in respect to income. The greatest
differences as far as income is concerned occur at the very low
income level vhere the proportion of income below $3000. - among
those who remained in the city is more than double the proportion
among those who moved to suburbia. At the other end of the income
scale the differences are much less pronounced. In fact the strong-
est exodus occured in the middle income categories where income is
between $5000. - and $10,000.
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Testing fQ Spuriousness
The foregoing observations can be readily made by the
analysis of U. S. Census data, available in print.
The tables however, do not reveal to what extent these
general findings are spurious in the sense that it may well be that
the highly educated households who moved to the suburbs, maybe moved
following shifts in employment, or maybe moved to the suburbs to
enjoy the fresh air, the mowing of the lawn, the status derived from
owning a single dwelling unit or other "magnet factors" which are
generally mentioned as inducing- households to move from central
cities to suburbs.
To eliminate the possible influence of these factors I
have prepared a special analysis of the Census data available on
computer tape which enables me to compare the characteristics of
households who moved fram the central city into apartments or at-
tached dwelling units in the suburbs, keeping their job in the
central city.
Of these households it cannot be said that they moved for
employment reasons, since their job remained in the central city,
neither can it be argued that they moved to the suburbs to achieve
the pleasures connected with the single dwelling unit, since general-
ly, attached dwelling units and apartments are available in the
central city in the same or greater variety of choice as in the
suburbs.
1-4
Methodology
The following analysis is based upon information retrieved
from the U. S. Census Data Bank, available on computer tape, repre-
senting a sample of 1/1000 for the population of the North East
Region of the United States (see map).
The hypothesis to be verified in this analysis is that
for a segment of the population, of those who moved frm the central
city to suburbia, the move was in response to factors other than
shifts in employment or the availability of the single dwelling unit.
Furthermore, it is hypothesized that, if highly educated
people tend to move to suburbia frcm the central city at a higher
incidence for reasons other than shifts in employment or choice of
single dwelling unit, their move is most probably, at least partly
in response to better educational opportunities in the suburbs.
The corresponding nul hypothesis is that:
a) family heads with high education move at the same rate as, or
at a lower rate than other family heads to suburbs, while keep-
ing their job in the city, and,
b) that family heads with high education who move to the suburbs
while keeping their jobs in the city will choose at the same
rate as, or at a lower rate than others to live in attached
dwelling units or apartments; types of dwelling units which
are abundantly available in the city itself.
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Verification
The use of U. S. Census tapes for social analysis poses
some problems of information retrieval which are discussed in more
detail in the Appendix. Here it may be sufficient to note that
the extremely small size of the sample makes it necessary to combine
social categories which preferably should be kept distinct.
Diagram I represents the information tree, obtained by com-
bining the following categories:
Region of residence: ...... ..........
Location of residence in SMSA (1960):........
Previous location of residence in SMSA (1955):.
Location of place of work in SMSA:. ............
Type of dwelling unit: .......................
Educational attainment:.......
Level of income: .................. .
N.E. Region
central city, suburb
central city, suburb
central city, suburb
single, attached, apt.
high school, 3 years
college, 4 years or
more
up to $5,000
$5,000 - $10,000
$10,000 or more
It will be clear that an analysis into such detail is impos-
sible by using the conventional Census tabulations, available in print.
Most cross tabulations in print combine only two or three of the seven
selected categories.
Unfortunately, the output loses a great deal in strength as
a result of the comparatively small sample. By narrowing down to these
seven categories I obtain of the 35 million persons in the North East
Region, information about some 400 cases.
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Consequently, I have had to combine the levels of formal
educational attainment and levels of earnings into two categories:
a) persons of educational attainment up to the high school level
with salaries up to $5,000.
b) all other persons: those of high school level education with
earnings above $5,000. and those with education beyond high
school with earnings of any level.
This division finds its justification upon the following grounds:
1) Any other division (e.g. comparing all persons with
high school level education with persons of educational attainment
beyond high school) would leave too many cells with zero entries,
which would make comparisons futile.
2) Most high school graduates who earn more than $5,000
have most probably attained some informal education through on-the-
job training, which makes them educationally comparable to low level
college graduates or college dropouts.
3) The analysis is essentially focussed upon residential
choices. The freedom of choice is in fact limited by the level of
education and income of the person. The assumption here is that
whenever a person has an income over $5,000 or, an education of more
than high school his observed choice of residence is more nearly in
concert with his actual desires. For those with an education of
high school or less, with an income below $5,000 the observed choice
need not necessarily reflect actual desires.
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By combining the data as described in the above I find
that the over-all ratio between: (a) persons of educational at-
tainment of no more than high school level with earnings below
$5,000 and (b) persons of educational attainment beyond high
school with salaries above $5,000 is roughly low : high = 1 : 1.
The ratio between these two categories for those living
in central cities is low : high = 1 : 0.87, and for those living
in the suburbs is low : high = 1 : 1.72. This means that central
cities have a stronger concentration of households which have no
more than high school education and earn no more than $5,000 a year.
Comparing movers and non-movers I find that the over-all
ratio between the two categories of persons is low : high = 1 : 2.06
for the movers, and low : high = 1 : 0.89 for the non-movers. This
means that for each high school graduated person earning less than
$5,000, who moves, we find more than two college graduated persons,
or persons with income over $5,000 who moves.
For persons moving into the suburbs the ratio is low : high =
1 : 3.25, while for those moving into the central city the ratio is
low : high = 1 : 1.23. Hence, persons moving to suburbia are generally
higher educated and have higher earnings than people moving into the
central cities, regardless where they came from.
If they came from outside the metropolitan area to a suburb
the ratio is low : high = 1 : 8; i.e., chances are that for every lower
educated low income earner there are eight higher educated high salary
earners who move from outside a metrolpolitan area into a suburb with
a job in the central city, while for people moving into the central
city the ratio is low : high = 1 : 0.77.
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It should be noted that these data refer to the combina-
tion of all major Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas of the
North East Region with a population of over one million, including
Buffalo, Boston, New York City, Newark, Paterson, Pittsburgh, and
Philadelphia.
It is interesting to compare these findings with the earlier
analyses of the education-specific inmigration into the Boston
Metropolitan Area.
It should be noted that in the earlier analysis which
considered inmigration into the Boston Metrolpolitan Area, a compari-
son was made between people of educational attainment of high school
only and people of educational attainment of four years college or
more. In the analysis above, for the North East Region as a whole,
a compariosn is made between people having no more than high school
education and an income of no more than $5,000 and people having more
than high school education or an income of more than $5,000.
Taking into account this difference of categorization, it
is appropriate to check whether there appears to be a difference between
the education-specific inmigration into the Boston Metropolitan Area
compared with the over-all education-specific inmigration for the
whole North East Region.
As stated before, for the region as a whole the ratio is
low : high = 1 : 0.77, i.e., chances are that for every person with
only eight years of education and earnings under $5,000, there is 3/4
of a higher educated, high salary earning person (0.77), who moves from
the outside of a Metropolitan Area into the central city. For Boston
I-9
the ratio is low : high = 1 : 0.56, i.e., chances are that for
every migrant into the city coming from outside the Metropolitan
Area with education less than high school there is only 1/2 of
a migrant with education more than high school level (0.56), com-
ing from the outside of the Metropolitan Area into the central
city.
This points to the likelihood that Boston is in a com-
paratively disadvantageous position as far as influx of highly
educated persons is concerned.
This difference may partly be attributed to the relatively
small size of the central city of Boston, compared to the Boston
Metropolitan Area as a whole. Considering that there is the tendency
for lower income families to concentrate in the core of the metropolitan
area, wherever this core is relatively small it will tend to be more
homogeneously settled with a low income population. As a result, the
chances that low income people will migrate to that area are also
higher.
However, as pointed out before, in spite of the apparent
loss in absolute terms, the present inmigration from outside the
Metropolitan Area still results in a positive influx of higher educated
people, relative to the influx of lower educated people, if conrpared
to the influx which might be expected percentage wise (see Page 10,
point one).
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Going back to my analysis of education-specific migra-
tion flows for the North East Region as a whole, I now shift from
considering inter-metropolitan migration to intra-metropolitan
migration: patterns of migration within metropolitan areas.
The following observations can be made:
First movers coming from a suburb to the central city
of the same metropolitan area tend to be of low educational levels;
coming from a suburb to a central city, less movers are of low educa-
tional backgrounds with low earnings than of high educational back-
ground or with high earnings. The ratio here is low : high = 1 : 1.75.
Second. in the opposite direction, moving from the central
city to the suburbs, the ratio is low : high = 1 : 2.30.
Third- in analyzing the choice of types of dwelling units
among these movers from the central city to suburbia I find that the
ratio between lowly educated, low paid earners and highly educated
people is low : high = 1 : 2 for those who choose a single dwelling
unit; for those who choose an attached dwelling unit the ratio is
low : high = 1 : 3, and for those who choose an apartment the ratio
is low : high = 1 : 2.33. Compared with the over-all ratio of the
distribution of the two education/income categories over the types
of dwelling units the following picture emerges:
Ratio of People With Law Education and Low Earnings
Over People With High Education or With High Earnings:
Single Dwelling Attached Apart-
Units Dwelling ments
All Persons Liv- U
ing in the metro- low : high = 1 : 1.51 1 : 0.73 1 : 1.67
politan area
Those who moved
from the central low : high = 1 : 2 1 :3 1 :2.33
city to suburbs,
keeping job in
central city
I
-U'
I-11
The strongest difference is found among those who choose
an attached dwelling unit, in the sense that a higher preference
for this type of a dwelling unit was expressed by relatively educated,
high salary earners who moved from the central city to the suburbs,
than by low educated movers.
In addition, the choice of an attached dwelling unit by
higher educated movers from the central city to suburbia was much
higher than might have been expected upon the basis of the over all
choice of this type of housing.
The above findings lead to the conclusion that higher educated
persons do move at a more than expected rate to suburbia, and do choose
at a higher rate than others for an attached dwelling unit. Hence, the
nul hypothesis has to be rejected, which adds evidence to my main
hypothesis that at least a segment of the higher educated population,
moves to suburbs to take advantage of better educational opportunities.
In Part II I will go into more detail to which suburbs the
identified sub-population tends to move, and what the specific character-
istics of these suburbs are in terms of educational facilities as cca-
pared with other "magnet factors" of these communities.
PART II
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN C01&lUNITIES
In Part I it was demonstrated that there is evidence that
the uneven quality in educational facilities between central cities
and suburbs has affected the pattern of socio-economic in migration
into the central cities and into the suburbs.
In this section I will analyse to what extent the geographical-
ly uneven quality in educational facilities between metropolitan com-
munities has affected the pattern of residential choices of families
among the seventy-six communities in the Boston metropolitan area.
As pointed out before1 it was assumed that the quality of
educational facilities in suburbs is generally better than in the
central cities. This generalization requires in fact substantial
qualification.
Although there is evidence that the quality of educational
facilities in the Boston metropolitan area is on the average better
in the suburbs than in the central city, it stands out that the
quality of educational facilities varies enormously among suburbs,
and that the quality of a number of suburban school systems stand
at a lower level than the school system which serves the central city.
The main hypothesis of this thesis is, as stated before,
that families in their choice of residence seek to improve the educa-
tional opportunities of their children, and that this concern for
II-1
See Page
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good education in the community of their choice will be more
evident among highly educated, high status parents than among
parents with little education and low status.
Under the corresponding nul hypothesis there would be
no relationship between the quality level of the educational
facilities of a community and the rate at which the community
attracts new residents of specific socio-economic characteristics.
For purpose of analysis the seventy-six communities of
the Boston metropolitan area, including the central city of Boston
were ranked (a) according to the rate at which they attracted new
residents of specific socio-economic characteristics and (b) according
to the quality level of their school systems. A description of the
measurement of the rate at which a comunity attracts families of
specific socio-economic characteristics is available in the Appendix.
In analyzing to what extent certain communities attracted
new residents of specific socio-economic characteristics as a result
of the quality of their school system it would not be enough to only
demonstrate a relationship between quality of school system and
status-specific in migration, because, quality of schools is not the
only "magnet factor" by which a family is attracted to one community
rather than to another.
If a community ranks high according to the quality of its
educational facilities, but is also attractive in same other respects,
it is unclear to what extent in migration is in response to the quality
of the schools or to some other "magnet factor" or combination of
"magnet factors".
11-3
To compare the weight of educational facilities as a
magnet factor among other magnet factors, the seventy-six com-
munities were, in addition to being ranked according to the quality
of their school systems, also ranked according to four other magnet
factors.
The selected choice criteria or magnet factors are in
order of appearance: quality of education, level of tax base,
distance to the central city, incidence of juvenile delinquency,
the level of social services compared to social needs, employment,
preponderance of the single dwelling unit type.
The indices used to express quantitatively the distribu-
tion of the weight of these magnet factors over the seventy-six
communities are described below. For more detailed description the
reader is referred to the bibliographic sources.
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D2escript ion of. Magnet Factors
1) Educational opportunities
The quality of educational facilities is operationally
measured by two main aspects:
A) INPUT FACTORS, such as per pupil expenditures, teacher pupil
ratio, provision of textbooks, library facilities.
B) OUTPUT FACTORS such as comparative test scores of pupils on
standardized tests, the pupils' rate of continua-
tion of education into post-secondary education,
"holding power" of the school system, gere rally
expressed as the inverse of the dropout rate.
As an example, diagram II represents the ranking of the
seventy-six communities considered in this study, according to their
level of per pupil expenditures, allocated to public education, primary
and secondary in 1962.
Diagram III compares 1962 expenditures with 1956 expenditures,
which reveals the considerable shifts in allocations among the -various
communities.
A basic problem connected with the use of the above mentioned
indices si their inherent circularity. Per pupil expenditures is an
index of quality of schools, to be sure: more dollars buy better
buildings, more textbooks, better teaching equipment, library facili-
ties, etc. High salary scales bring a school system in a stronger com-
petitive position to attract more and better qualified school teachers
and administrative personnel.
However, high inputs into the school system (per pupil
expenditures, teacher pupil ratio's etc.) need not all by itself
induce a family in their choice of residence. Indices such as per
pupil expenditures can also be looked upon as reflecting the value
choice of a community and are thereby indicative of the socio-
economic composition of the population of the community. Hence,
it may be that families move to a community with high per pupil
expenditures not so much because of the per pupil expenditures per
se, but primarily because they desire to associate themselves with
the kind of people who voted for these high per pupil expenditures.
The circularity mentioned in connection with the "input
factors" is even more problematic as regards output factors. It is
a well known phenomenon that children from homes of educated patents
tend to do better in school; partly, but certainly not only because
of inherited intellectual aptitudes, partly because of the learning
stimulus which they receive from early childhood in the home, and
partly because of the concern of the parents to keep the children in
school and spent whatever they can afford for tutoring and extra
curricular learning activities. For these reasons, output data such
as test scores, continuation rates and holding power of a school system,
need not necessarily reflect the quality of the educational facilities
per se. They may as well reflect the importance parents attach to the
education of their youngsters and their paying ability to sustain their
children through post-secondary education.
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2) Tax base
The tax vase was included as a competitive magnet factor
for the following reasons. It is often assumed that the level of
the tax vase of a community (particularly a low tax vase) is taken
into consideration as a factor when a family chooses residence in
one rather than in another community. The existence of a few
"tax havens" among the ring of suburban communities is a familiar
phenomena in almost every large metropolitan area. These communities
typically tend to attract affluent families to multi-acre lot
residential settlements. Tax receipts from the resulting high
property values often in combination with the tax base from capital
intensive light industries, makes it possible for these communities
to keep their tax rate relatively low in comparison to other communities,
also because social welfare overhead tends to be low in these communities
%,here people can afford to provide their own transportation, and can
pay for their own medical care, care for the aged, entertainment for
the youngsters, or sometimes even take care of their own waste disposal.
On the other hand, it is sometimes pointed out that, al-
though a low tax base is certainly appealing to new residents, it
is partly offset by the requirement to tie up large amounts of money
in real estate. Comparable housing on the basis of quality of
structure, may be significantly more expensive in a low-tax rate-
community than in a high-tax rate-community. Yet, few suburbanites
of the "exclusive-suburban" type will dispute the soundness of the
11-8
investment in their own home as a financial transaction, because
they anticipate that rising property values will outpace the op-
portunity cost of having part of their capital tied down in real
estate.
The level of tax base was measured in two ways:
a) the official tax rate
b) the equalized tax rate, which is based upon a
cmputation which takes into account the actual-
ly assessed value of property over which taxes
are paid. This adjustment to the official tax
rate is computed by the Massachusetts Federation
of Taxpayers Association, Inc., which is published
annually in Taxtalk. The equalized tax rates for
1962 were published in Taxtalk Volume 30, Number 5,
October, 1962.
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3) Accessibility
Distance to the central city was included because in the
City Planning literature accessibility to the central city is brought
forward as a classic factor in determining residential choices in
a metropolitan area. Generally it is assumed that, particularly for
affluent families, there is an inverse relation between the distance
of a community to the central city and its attractiveness for resid-
e ntial location.
The distance to the central city is measured here in auto-
motive travel time frcm the approximated geographical center of the
community to a uniform destination in the central city. The source
of information is the final report of the Boston Regional Planning
Project, Boston, 1965.
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4) Juvenile Delinquency
The incidence of juvenile delinquency is included because
it represents a strong negative magnet factor in attracting new re-
sidents. A family tends to think twice before it moves into a cam-
munity where there is a high likelihood that their children will come
in one way or another in contact with delinquent youths.
Besides, public safety expenditures are among the strongest
competitors for allocation of local taxes. As the Harrington-Willis
Report "Quality Education for Massachusetts, An Investment in the
People of the Commonwealth" states:
"....quite often these affluent communities are
little burdened with expenditures for social dis-
order, so there was little competition for tax
revenue. These towns, then, could invest heavily
in education, and they did because their citizens
knew from their own experience how rich were the re-
turns of good education. The educational climate
in such cammunities, the educational expectation
of their residents as parents, the educational in-
vestments by their taxpayers and educators, all
combined to produce quite systemmatically children,
who continued their own education, prospered, and
moved into communities like those they had come
from. This cycle insured the survival of the
richest and encouraged a relatively closed system
of wealth." (page 55)
The incidence of juvenile delinquency is measured by the
average annual commitments to the Youth Service Board per 10,000
youngsters aged 7-17 in the subsequent cammunities.
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5) Discrepancy between social services and social needs
The level of social services compared to the social needs
of the community is included as representing general amenities of a
community. The index is developed by the United Comminity Services
of Metropolitan Boston and is a composite of thirteen need factors
and five service factors. The complete array of components which
makes up this index are more fully described in "Profile for Plan-
ning", United Community Services of Metrolpolitan Boston, Boston,
1962.
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6) Employment and preponderance of the single dwelling unit
Finally the factors employment and preponderance of the single
dwelling unit were taken into consideration, because it is these two
factors which are generally regarded as exercising the greatest pull
toward the suburbs. It is believed that with the coming of affluence
and the emergence of automobility, families moved out to the suburbs
either following the shift in white collar employment and/or realizing
the dream of owning a single house, with a garden and good neighbors
and an entry ticket into the social life publicized and idealized in
popular magazines of the late nineteen fifties.
As Robert C. Wood writes in Suburbia, Its People and Its
Politics:
Sleepy rural towns became refuge as one-class,
one party communities, reinstituting an autarchic
political economic system, reinforced by ingene-
ous controls (planners take note) to keep out
economically unproductive developments.
In this study the factors employment and preponderance of
the single dwelling unit will be neutralized as a magnet factor by a
separate analysis which is carried out at the end of this section.
As before, a special category of movers was singled out:
families with children in the school going ages, who moved into a
suburb in an attached dwelling unit or apartment, with a job in the
central city of Boston. For those families employment opportunities
in a suburban cormmunity, or the preponderance of the single dwelling
unit were evidently not a factor in the choice to take residence in
a specific canummnity.
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In addition it should be mentioned again, as earlier in
this discussion in Part I, that the factor employment is a great
deal less important in determining inter-metropolitan migration if
compared with intra-metropolitan migration.
Table II.A,l gives an overview of the scores of the
seventy-six communities on the different ranking criteria, repre-
senting (a) status-specific in migration, and (b) selected "magnet
factors" to which the migration is statistically attributable.
The symbol "H" signifies that these communities are the
nineteen highest scoring communities among the seventy-six communities
on that criteria. The symbol "L" signifies that the community is one
of the nineteen lowest scoring communities (lower quartile) on that
criteria.
In Table II.A,2 the seventy-six communities of the Boston
Metropolitan Area are ranked according to the degree of consistency
between the scores of the communities on the various indices.
Table II.A,2 represents only non-geographical magnet factors.
Corresponding with the "H" symbol and "L" symbol in Table II a red
symbol signifies a high score, a blue symbol signifies a low score
on a specific criteria. No symbol indicates that the community ranked
in the middle range (position 20-57) on the specific criterium. As is
evident on first glance, there is a strong tie beiween the distribution
of the non-geographical "magnet factors" over the communities and the
extent to which the communities attract new comers of specific socio-
economic characteristics.
11-14
First, communities ranking high on the consistency index
tend to score high on all criteria. Similarly, those ranking low
on the consistency index tend to score low on all criteria.
Second, there are definitely three types of communities:
communities which rank high on almost all criteria, communities
which rank low according to almost all criteria, and communities
which rank high on a few criteria and low on a few criteria but
for most of the criteria rank in the middle quartile.
Third, within categories of criteria, there is consider-
able consistency. Among criteria at school system quality, only
column 10: dropouts with I.Q. scores above 110 as a percentage of
total dropouts shows a random distribution. Among the indices
describing socio-economic composition of the communities, the
strongest consistency appears in column 13: index of social dis-
crepancy (ratio between the percentage of high income families with
school going children, and the percentage of low income families with
school children). Of the nineteen communities (upper quartile) which
score high on the consistency index, eleven score also high on the
index of social discrepancy. Of the nineteen communities which score
lowest on the consistency index, eleven score also lowest on the index
of social discrepancy.
Among the indices describing "other magnet factors" the
parallel with over-all consistency is rather even. The relation
between the level of the equalized tax rate as a magnet factor and
other criteria appears to be stronger in the low ranking communities,
11-15
i.e., it more often happens that a low ranking community has a
high tax rate (eleven out of nineteen cases with three anomalies)
than that a high ranking community has a low tax rate (nine out of
nineteen cases with one anomaly).
Similarly, it more often happens that a high ranking com-
munity has a low incidence of juvenile delinquency (twelve out of
nineteen cases with one anomaly), than that a low ranking community
has a high incidence of juvenile delinquency (seven out of nineteen
cases without anomalies).
Finally, the gap between social services and social needs
shows a lower consistency with other criteria, although still a
significant one. The consistency is equally strong among the high
scoring communities as among the low scoring communities (eight out
of nineteen cases and one anomaly).
It is interesting to note the strong relation with over-all
consistency of two apparently minor indicators of school system quality:
the per pupil expenditures on teacher salaries and the per pupil
expenditures on library facilities.
Per pupil expenditures on teachers (column 26) represents
a different aspect of school system quality than the ratio of teachers
per 1000 students (column 5). The money allocation for teachers'
salaries expresses a combination of teacher quality and quantity.
A certain money amount can be spent to attract relatively few highly
qualified teachers or relatively many less qualified teachers.
Per pupil expenditures on libraries varies extremely
among the school systems of the seventy-six communities. There
are a few school systems which spend more than $5.00 per pupil
on libraries, the vast majority spends no more than $1.00 (generally
less) and at the other end of the scale a substantial number of
communities do not spend one dime per pupil per year on library
facilities.
It should be noted that there is some circularity in the
ranking of communities on a consistency scale, because per pupil
expenditures on teachers and libraries do reflect, as a matter of
course, the over-all expenditures per pupil on school facilities.
Nevertheless, the over-all relation between these schools
criteria and other magnet factors, with the disparative socio-
economic composition and inmigration patterns is a clear one. It
is particularly interesting to discern the predictive force of a
few indices for over-all consistency. For instance, wherever a com-
munity ranks high or low on per pupil expenditures on teachers as
well as on per pupil expenditures on libraries, it also ranks high
or low on any of the other major criteria which were distinguished
here. This holds true for the high ranking communities Wellesley,
Lexington, Newton, Weston, Needham, Brookline, Wayland, Swampscott;
and for the low ranking communities Holbrook, Boston, Peabody. The
exceptions are Marshfield, which ranks high on per pupil expenditures
for both teachers and libraries, but low on disparative socio-economic
11-17
inmigration; Nahant, which ranks low on teacher and library ex-
penditures but ranks in the middle range on other magnet factors,
and Woburn which ranks also low on expenditures on teachers as
well as libraries, but ranks high on one other magnet factor and
on disparative inmigration of high status commuters.
As an over-all conclusion it is safe to state that ex-
penditures on teachers and libraries tend to be strongly indicative
of a community's socio-economic characteristics.
11-18
Educational Opportunities as a Masnet Factor
So far I have considered over-all consistency between the
various criteria singled out for analysis.
I will now turn to (1) the analysis of educational opportun-
ities as expressed in terms of input factors and output factors, (2)
the relation between the quality level of educational facilities and
other magnet factors, and (3) the relation between educational op-
portunities and residential choices in comparison with the effect of
other magnet factors.
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Relations Between Input Factors and Output Factors
Table I.A,l shows the statistical relation between input
and output factors for the school systems of the seventy-six com-
munities of the Boston Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area.
If there were no relation between input factors and output
factors (nul hypothesis), the differences between performances between
communities should be attributed to factors other than school inputs
such as school expenditures, quality of teachers, library facilities,
unles input factors and output factors are both tied to a third fac-
tor.
Under the nul hypothesis, communities which rank high on
input factors would generally not rank high on output factors, and
vice versa.
Table I.A,1 shows that of the nineteen highest ranking com-
munities (those which ranked in the upper quartile) on perpupil ex-
penditures, eleven also ranked in the upper quartile on the rate at
which high school graduates of the school system continued their
schooling into post-secondary education (field X1,Y1 of Table I.A,1).
Under random conditions, when there would be no association
between per pupil expenditures and continuation rates, only 4.8 com-
munities would rank in both upper quartiles (4.8 being the probability
determined by the product of the marginal values of field x1 ,Yl divided
consderaion;19 x19
by the total number of cases under consideration; - 4.8.
Hence, in this instance, 11 - 4.8 = 6.2 communities more than expected
II-22a
TABLE I.a,1
INTERRELATION BETWEEN PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES
ON SCHOOLS AND CONTINUATION RATES
X
Belmont Weston Concord Cambridge
Brookline Westwood Dover Salem
Hingham Manchester Wayland
Lexington Marshfield
Lincoln Milton
Needham
Newton
Sudbury
Wellesley 11 5 3 19
Cohasset
Lynnfield
Middleton
Scituate
Swampscott
Topsfield
Winchester
Bedford
8
Arlington
Beverly
Braintree
Canton
Danvers
Duxbury
Everett
Framingham
Hull
Lynn
Marblehead
Malden
Melrose
Nahant
Natick
Norwell
Norwood
Reading
Saugus
Walpole
Waltham
Wenham
Winthrop
23
Boston
Dedham
Medford
Revere
Somerville
Qunicy
Watertown
7
Y
38
Burlington Ashland Chelsea
Medfield Hamilton Hanover
Norfolk Holbrook
Peabody N. Reading
Sharon Pembroke
Stoneham Randolph
Wakefield Rockland
Woburn Weymouth
10 1ilmington 19 19
19 38 19 76
Y
Per pupil expenditures:
Continuation rate:
average between 1962 and 1956 (Y)
adjusted for net average attendance-membership
percentage of graduates continuing to post-secondary
education; college and other, 1962.
X
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under random conditions, rank in the upper quartile according to
their per pupil expenditures as well as in the upper quartile ac-
cording to their continuation rates.
At the other end of the table (field X3 ,Y 3 ) nine of the
nineteen communities which rank in the lowest quartile on per
pupil expenditures also rank lowest on continuation rates. Hence
the random expectation of 4.8 is superseded by 9 - 4.8 = 4.2 com-
munities which rank lowest on per pupil expenditures as well as
lowest on continuation rates.
To assess to what extent these results are statistically
significant the entries on the Table l.A,l should be compared with
Table A.1 in which seventy-six hypothetical communities are dis-
tributed over the nine fields of the table format, under random
conditions.
Table A.2 provides an example of a distribution in which
there is a statistical association between the hypothetical indices
on the X vector and Y vector at the 0.5 significance level.
Table A.3 provides an example of a distribution in which
there is a statistical association between X and Y significant at
the 0.001 level.
Table A.4 finally provides an example of a distribution
where there is an inverse relationship between indices X and Y, which
is significant at the 0.01 level.
Since Table l.A,l shows a stronger relation between X and Y
than in Table A.3, the statistical association between per pupil ex-
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penditures and continuation rates is significant at the 0.001 level,
which is generally regarded the highest threshold value of statistical
significance.
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Relations Between Other Input and Output Factors
In comparing per pupil expenditures with other output
factors I find that high per pupil expenditures are related with
low dropout rates; Table I.A,2.
Among dropouts, an important distinction is the level of
aptitude of the dropout. A school system with a proportionately
high dropout rate of students with above average I.Q. scores is
performing less well than a school system where the greatest part
of the dropouts score relatively low on I.Q. tests, provided of
course, that the distribution of I.Q. scores is similar in the ccm-
pared school system.
Unfortunately, the available data do not allow me to assess
the over-all distribution of I.Q. scores among the seventy-six school
systems under study. The Massachusetts Board of Education could only
provide the distribution of I.Q. scores among dropouts of each school
system.
As is evident from Table I.A,3 there is no statistical rela-
tion between per pupil expenditures and dropout rates of students of
I.Q. scores of over 100. I am inclined to assume that school systems
with low per pupil expenditures will generally have a larger proportion
of students with I.Q. scores below 100, partly because with a school
with low financial resources less can be done to improve the students'
I.Q. scores, and partly because, schools with low per pupil expenditures
tend to serve communities of lower socio-economic composition (see next
II-25a
TABLE I.a,2
INTERRELATION BETWEEN PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES
ON SCHOOLS AND HOLDING POWER
Chasset
Concord
Dover
Lincoln
Milton
Sudbury
Wayland
Wellesley
Weston
Westwood
Belmont
Canton
Marblehead
Swampscott
Wenham
Winthrop
6
Bedford
Brookline
Lexington
Manchester
Middleton
Needham
Newton
7
Arlington
Braintree
Danvers
Duxbury
Everett
Framingham
Hingham
Hull
Lynnfield
Melrose
Nahant
Natick
Norfolk
Norwell
Norwood
Pembroke
Salem
Stoneham
Topsfield
Watertown
Winchester
21
Cambridge
Marshfield
2
Dedham
Holbrook
Lynn
Medford
Quincy
Revere
Scituate
Somerville
Wakefield
Waltham
Weymouth
11
Hamilton Beverly Wilmington Ashland
Sharon Boston Woburn Chelsea
Walpole Burlington Hanover
Medfield Malden
N. Reading Peabody
Randolph Saugus
Reading
Rockland 10 6 19
19 38 19 76
Per pupil expenditures: 1962 (Y)
Holding power: f of total dropouts (boys) on total enrollment
(boys), 1965 (X)
K X
Y
19
38
Y
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TABLE I.a,3
INTERRELATION BETWEEN PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES ON SCHOOLS AND
X HOLDING POWER OF PUPILS WITH IQ SCORES OVER 100 X
Lexington Belmont Brookline
Lincoln Concord Cambridge
Manchester Dover Marshfield
Sudbury Hingham Needham
Wayland Milton
Wellesley Newt on
Westwood Salem
7 Weston 8
Canton Arlington Boston
Marblehead Bedford Middleton
Melrose Beverly Norwell
Norwood Braintree Quincy
Swampscott Cohasset Reading
Walpole Danvers Revere
Wenham Dedham Saugus
Winthrop Duxbury Scituate
Everett Somerville
Framingham Topsfield
Hull Waltham
Lynn
Lynnfield
Malden
Medford
Nahant
Natick
Watertown
W1inchester 19 11
Hamilton Ashland Wakefield Chelsea
Medfield Burlington Wfilmington N. Reading
Sharon Hanover Weymouth
Stoneham Holbrook Woburn
Norfolk
Peabody
Pembroke
Randolph
Rockland 11 4 19
19 38 19 76
Per pupil expenditures: average 1955-1962 (Y)
Holding power: 1962 (X)
Y
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chapter). In such communities family background and community
institutions are generally less favorable to provide the child with
the broader horizon which is one of the pre-requisites to score
high on the I.Q. tests.
One way to penetrate into this problem more deeply is
to take the ratio between dropouts with considerably high I.Q.
scores (above 110) over total dropouts. This index provides an
approximation of the over-all distribution of I.Q. scores per
school system, in the sense that, if a relative large proportion
of the dropouts have high I.Q. scores, it is rather safe to assume
that the school system as a whole has a relatively large proportion
of students with high I.Q. scores. Unless, of course, the school
system is very bad and produces an a- proportional amount of drop-
outs of high T.Q. scores.
Relating this index (the ratio of dropouts with I.Q. scores
over 110, over total dropouts) to per pupil expenditures, I arrive
indeed at an inverse statistical association. It should be noted
that the association is significant at a very low level (Table A.1,3).
Comparing other input factors with the same series of output
factors it appears that per pupil expenditures on teachers and per pupil
expenditures on libraries are similarly associated to output factors.
The association between per pupil expenditures on teachers and continua-
tion rates is a strong one (Table I.A,4), the association between per
pupil expendtirues on teachers and dropout rates on the other hand is
very weak (Table I.A,5). The association between per pupil expenditures
II-26a
TABLE I.a,3a
INTERRELATION BETWEEN PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES ON SCHOOLS
AND THE RATIO BETWEEN DROPOUTS WITH IQ SCORES OVER 110
OVER TOTAL DROPOUTS X
Lexington Brookline Bedford
Lincoln Cambridge Concord
Manchester Cohasset Dover
Sudbury Marshfield Middleton
Needham Milton
Newton Wellseley
Wayland Weston
Wiestwood
4 7 8 19
Arlington Canton Braintree
Belmont Danvers Everett
Boston Duxbury Framingham
Dedham Hull Norwell
Hingham Lynnfield Topsfield
Lynn Marlbehead Weymouth
Melrose Medford Winchester
Salem Nahant Winthrop
Stoneham Natick
Swampscott Norfolk
Wenham Norwood
Pembroke
Quincy
Revere
Scituate
SomervilleI Wakefield
Waltham1
Watertown j
Hamilton Beverly Saugus Ashland
Holbrook Burlington Walpole Peabody
Sharon Chelsea Woburn Reading
Wilmington Hanover
Malden
Medfield
N. Reading
Randolph
4 Rockland 12 3 19
19 38 19 76
1962 (X)
Per Pupil expenditures: 1962 (Y)
Ratio between dropouts with IQ scores over 110 over total dropouts:
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TABLE I.a,4
INTERRELATION BETWEEN PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES ON TEACHERS'
SALARIES AND CONTINUATION TO COLLEGE X
Brookline Winchester Framingham Cambridge
Lexington Manchester Lynn
Lynnfield Marshfield Quincy
Marblehead Milton
Needham Swampscott
Newton Wayland
Wellesley
Weston
Westwood 10 6 3 19
Belmont Arlington inthrop Burlington
Cohasset Ashland Chelsea
Concord Beverly Dedham
Hingham Braintree Everett
Lincoln Canton Medford
Norwood Danvers Revere
Sharon Dover Salem
Sudbury Duxbury Somerville
Hull Waltham
Malden Weymouth
Melrose
Natick
Norwell
Norwood
Reading
Scituate
Stoneham
Wakefield
W7alpole
8 Watertown 20 10 38
Bedford Boston Topsfield Holbrook
Hamilton Wenham N. Reading
Hanover Wilmington Randolph
Medfield Rockland
Middleton Saugus
Nahant Voburn
Norfolk
Peabody
1 Pembroke 12 6 19
19 38 19 76
Per pupil expenditures on teachers' salaries
Continuation rate to college 1965 (X)
1962 (Y)
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TABLE I.a,5
INTERRELATION BETWEEN PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES ON TEACHER SALARIES
AND HOLDING POWER (TOTAL) X
Marblehead Brookline Cambridge
Milton Framingham Lynn
Swampscott Lexington Marshfield
Wayland Lynnfield Quincy
Wellseley Manchester
Weston Needham
Westwood Newton
7 Winchester 8 4 19
Belmont Arlington Ashland
Canton Beverly Chelsea
Cohasset Braintree Dedham
Concord Burlington Malden
Dover Danvers Medford
Lincoln Duxbury Revere
Sharon Everett Scituate
Sudbury Hingham Somerville
Walpole Hull Wakefield
Winthrop Melrose Waltham
I Natick Weymouth
Norwell
Norwood
Reading
Salem
Stoneham
Watertown
10 17 il 38
Hamilton
Wenham
2
Bedford
Holbrook
Medfield
Middleton
Nahant
Norfolk
N. Reading
Pembroke
Randolph
Rockland
Topsfield
Wilmington
WZoburn
13
Boston
Hanover
Peabody
Saugus
4
Y
V19
_ _ __ 19 _76
Per pupil expenditures on teacher salaries 1962 (Y)
Holding power total 1962 (X)
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on libraries and continuation rates is again a strong one (Table I.A,6),
just as the association between per pupil expenditures on libraries and
holding power of the school system is a strong one (Table I.A,7).
One should be careful not to assign a strictly direct relation
to the association between these input and output factors. Obviously,
per pupil expenditures on libraries alone will only marginally con-
tribute to the education of the children. Recomending, upon the basis
of this statistical evidence that all schools should spend more on
libraries is unlikely to have a great direct effect upon continuation
rates. The amount of money spent nn libraries should rather be seen
as indicative of the general atmosphere in the schools. If a school
system regards it necessary to have good libraries, it most probably
also takes a great interest in other eduaational aids. Expenditures
on libraries therefore appear to be a sensitive index for school
quality in more general terms.
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TABLE I.a, 6
INTERRELATION BETVIEEN PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES ON LIBRARIES
AND CONTINUATION RATES TO COILEGE X
Bedford Ashland Burlington
Brookline Hull N. Reading
Concord Manchester
Lexington Marshfield
Lincoln Melrose
Needham Scituate
Newton Swampscott
Ylellesley 7ayland
Weston 9 8 2 19
Belmont fArlington Wakefield Dedham
Cohasset Beverly lalpole Quincy
Hingham Braintree Wenham Randolph
Lynnfield Canton Wlilmington Rockland
Marblehead Dover Saugus
Norwood Duxbury ?!eymouth
Sudbury Framinham
Vestwood Hamilton
Vrinchester Hanover
Medfield
Middleton
Milton
Natick
Norfolk
Norwell
Pembroke
Reading
Stoneham
9 Topsfield 23 6 3
Sharon Boston Cambridge VWaltham
Danvers Chelsea Wloburn
Malden Everett
Nahant Holbrook
Peabody Lynn
Vlatertown Medford
Vlinthrop Revere
Salem
7 Somerville 11 19
19 38 19 76
Per pupil expenditures on libraries 1962
Continuation to college 1965 (X)
(Y)
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TABLE I.a,7
INTERRELATION BETWEEN PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES ON LIBRARIES
AND HOLDING POWER (TOTAL)
Concord
Lincoln
Swampscott
Wayland
Wellesley
Weston
6
Belmont
Canton
Cohasset
Dover
Hamilton
Marblehead
Milton
Sudbury
Walpole
Wenham
Westwood
11
Bedford
Brookline
Burlington
Hull
Lexington
Manchester
Melrose
Needham
Arlington
Beverly
Braintree
Duxbury
Framingham
Hingham
Lynnfield
Medfield
Middleton
Natick
Norfolk
Norwell
Norwood
Pembroke
Randolph
Reading
Rockland
Stoneham
Topsfield
Newton
N. Reading
Wilmington
inchester
21
Marshfield
Ashland
Scituate
3
Dedham
Hanover
Quincy
Saugus
Wakefield
Weymouth
6
Sharon Danvers Boston Somerville
Winthrop Everett Cambridge Waltham
Holbrook Chelsea
Nahant Lynn
Salem Malden
Watertown Medford
Woburn Peabody
2 7 Revere 10 19
19 38 19 76
Per pupil expenditures on libraries 1962 (Y)
Holding power (total) 1962 (X)
X
19
Y
Y
38
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School Inputs Related to the Tax Efforts of Communities
Finally, I have assessed to what extent there is a relation
between input factors of school systems and the tax base of the com-
munity.
It appears that generally the communities with school
systems with high per pupil expenditures do have a lower tax base:
Table I.B,1. Communities with a low tax base, also tend to have a
higher proportion of students continuing to college: Table I.B,2.
From the foregoing analysis there appears to be a link between
the ability to pay low taxes, the level of resources spent on public
education, the holding power of the school system and the rate at which
students continue from secondary education into college.
As will become evident from the following discussion in the
next chapter, there is evidence that only a partial role can be at-
tributed to the schools in this process of juvenile elite formation.
However, there appears to be little doubt that a family with
school going children, by moving into a community where the process of
juvenile elite formation is in operation, increases the opportunity
for the children to become part of this process, and thereby enhances
their chances for a fuller developed adult life.
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TABLE I.b,1
X INTERRELATION BE7NEEN EXPENDITURES ON SCHOOLS AND OFFICIALTAX BASE X
Bedford Cambridge Concord
Brookline Cohasset Lincoln
Dover Lexington Sudbury
Manchester Marshfield Wayland
Needham Middleton
Newt on Milton
ellseley Weston
7 Westwood 4 19
Belmont Braintree Arlington
Everett Danvers Boston
Hull Dedham Canton
Lynnfield Duxbury Lynn
Marblehead Framingham Nahant
Norwell Hingham Revere
Pembroke Medford Somerville
Salem Melrose Stoneham
Wakefield Natick
Waltham Norfolk
Wenham Norwood
Wey mouth Qutncy
Scituate
Swampscott
Topsfield
Watertown
Winchester
Winthrop
12 18 8 38
Ashland Walpole Beverly
Burlington Wilmington Chelsea
Hamilton Wobutn Hanover
Medfield Holbrook
Peabody Malden
Ranolph N. Reading
Reading Rockland
Saugus
0 Sharon 12 7 19
19 38 19 76
Per pupil on schools 1962 (Y)
Official tax base 1962 (X) Reported by Massachusetts Department of Educa-
tion, Annual Report 1962.
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TABLE I.b,2
INTERRELATION BETVEEN RATE OF CONTINUATION TO COLLEGE
AND OFFICIAL TAX BASE X
Bedford Cohasset Concord
Belmont Hingham Lincoln
Brookline Lexington Sudbury
Lynnfield Norwood
Marblehead Sharon
Needham Weston
Newton Westwood
Wellesley 8 Winchester 8 19
Dover Ashland Watertown Arlington
Hull Braintree Wilmington Beverly
Manchester Danvers Winthrop Boston
Norwell Duxbury Canton
Pembroke Framingham Hanover
Wakefield Hamilton Malden
Wenham Marshfield Nahant
Medfield Stoneham
Melrose Vayland
Middleton
Milton
Nat ick
Norfolk
Peabody
Reading
Scituate
Swampscott
Topsfield
W,,alpole
7 22 9 38
Everett Burlington Chelsea
Salem Cambridge Holbrook
Waltham Dedham Lynn
WNeymouth Medford N. Reading
Quincy Revere
Randolph Rockland
Saugus Somerville
Woburn 8 7 19
19 381 19 76
Rate of continuation to college 1965 (Y)
Official tax base 1962 (X)
Y
V
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Quality of School System and Socio-Economic Composition of Community
As suggested before, the evidence points to the existence
of same link between the socio-economic composition of a community,
the rate at which taxes are paid, the amount of money which is spent
on public education and the degree to which youngsters stay in school
and continue their education into college.
In this section of the thesis, these relationships will be
further explored and documented.
The information upon which the following analysis is based
was retrieved from the Boston Regional Planning Project Data Bank.
In the appendix I discuss in more detail the advantages and
disadvantages of the use of this source of information. Here it may be
sufficient to mention that the BRPP data bank consists of information
obtained through a randomly sampled household survey among households
in 156 cammunities in the Boston Region. The survey was primarily
designed to obtain information for use in transportation studies. The
use of these same data for verifying hypotheses concerning disparities
in educational opportunities thus comes as an unanticipated by-product.
Understandably the focus of the survey provided many problems
in adjusting the data to the study of the subject of this thesis. Some
of these problems might have been prevented from occurring if at the
time of the survey more alternative uses of the information which was
being gathered had been anticipated. In general however, the use of
the data bank for purposes other than for which it was designed proved
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extremely useful, and this study would not have been possible with-
out access to the wealth of data concealed in the two discs of com-
puter tape.
For this study the following items were selected:
Town of residence (1963/1964)............76 communities of Boston SMSA
Previous town of residence (1955) ....... 76 communities of Boston SMSA
Town of workplace .......................Boston, rest of SIWA
Size of household........................4-9 persons, all other sizes
Age of head of household ................ 25-45 years, all other ages.
Income of head of household ............. less than $5,000 -
$5,000 - to $10,000 -
more than $10,000 -
Occupation of head of household ......... professionals, all others
Type of dwelling unit ................... single, attached, apartment.
Unfortunately, the BRPP does not provide information about the
level of education of informants. For that reason I have substituted
the factor education by the factor income, on the basis that there is
a considerable interrelation between these factors, as was demonstrated
in Part I of this thesis (Tables 001 - 004).
Concerning the relation between quality of school systems and
socio-economic composition of the population of cammunities, Table II.Al
shows that there is little evidence of a relationship between the per-
centage of high income families in a community and the official tax
rate of that community. However, if the official tax rate is substituted
by a tax rate which is based upon the real amount of local taxes which
is paid on the basis of actually assessed property values, it is found
-WE
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that there is a significant relation between the percentage of high
income families and what is called the "equalized" tax rate (Table
II.A,2), in the sense that communities which have a large proportion of
affluent families in their population tend to have low equalized
taxes.
Secondly, as Table II.B,1 shows, the relation between the
proportion of high income families in the population and the per pupil
expenditures on public education is somewhat stronger than the relation
between the percentage of high income families and the tax rate.
Third, there is the relation between the percentage of high
income families in a community and the rate at which youngsters in
secondary public education continue their schooling into post-secondary
education: Table II.C,1. The relation between the percentage of high
income families in a community and the rate at which youngsters from
public secondary education continue to a 4 year college is particularly
strong; the strongest relation revealed in this study: Table LL.C,2.
Holding power of a school system (the inverse of dropout rates)
is also strongly related to the proportion of affluent families in a
community: Table II.D,l. However, it is interesting to note that
holding power for students with I.Q. scores over 100 shows a weaker
relation to the proportion of affluent families than the holding power
for pupils of all levels of I.Q. scores: Table II.D,2. In other words
in communities with a high proportion of affluent families school systems
tend to lose students with relatively high I.Q. scores. This may be
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TABLE II.a,2
X
INTERRELATION BETWEEN THE PROPORTION OF HIGH INCOME
FAMILIES AND THE EQUALIZED TAX RATE X
Dover Bedford Wenham Lexington
Lynnfield Cohasset Winchester Sudbury
Topsfield Concord Wayland
Wellesley Lincoln
Weston Medfield
Westwood Nahant
Needham
6 Newton 10 3 19
Belmont Arlington Walpole Cambridge
Danvers Ashland Watertown Chelsea
Dedham Beverly Hingham
Duxbury Braintree Medford
Marblehead Brookline Revere
Milton Burlington Rockland
Peabody Canton Sharon
Swampscott Framingham
Wakefield Hamilton
Weymouth Melrose
Natick
N. Reading
Norwell
Norwood
Pembroke
Quincy
Reading
Saugus
Scituate
10 21 7 38
Everett Holbrook Boston
Manchester Lynn Hanover
Norfolk Salem Hull
Stoneham Malden
Waltham Marshfield
Wilmington Middleton
Winthrop Randolph
Somerville
Woburn
3 7 9 19
19 38 19 76
Proportion of high income families 1963 (Y)
Equalized tax rate (X)
Y
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TABLE II.b,2
Y
INTERREIATICN BETWEEN PROPORTION OF HIGH INCOME FAMILIES
AND PER PUPIL EXPENDITUPSE ON SCHOOLS
Concord Weston Belmont Manchester
Dover Westwood Brookline Marshfield
Lexington Cambridge Salem
Lincoln Hingham
Neeham Milton
Newton
Sudbury
Wayland
Wellesley 113 19
Bedford Arlington Valpole Boston
Cohasset Beverly Watertovn Everett
Lynnfield Braintree Hull
Nahant Canton Lynn
Topsfield Danvers Malden
Wenham Dedham Middleton
Winchester Duxbury Somerville
Framingham Waltham
Marlbehead Winthrop
Medford
Melrose
Natick
Norwell
Norwood
Quincy
Reading
Revere
Saugus
Scituate
Swampscott
7 22 9 38
Medfield Ashland Wakefield Hanover
Burlington Veymouth Holbrook
Chelsea Norfolk
Hamilton Randolph
N. Reading Stoneham
Peabody Wilmington
Pembroke Woburn
Rockland
1 Sharon 7 19
19 38 19 76
Per pupil expenditures on schools: average 1955-1962 (Y)
Proportion of high income families: 1963 (X)
X
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TABLE II.c,l
INTERRELATION BETWEEN THE PROPORTION OF HIGH INCOME
FAMILIES AND CONTINUATION RATE (TOTAL) X
Bedford Wellseley Belmont Middleton
Cohasset Weston Brookline
Lexington Westwood Hingham
Lincoln W inchester Scituat:
Lynnfield Swmapscott
Needham
Newton
Sudbury
Topsfield 135 1 19
Concord Arlington Sharon Boston
Dover Ashland Wakefield Hull
Medfield Beverly Walpole Lynn
Nahant Braintree Malden
Wenham Burlington Manchester
Canton Marshfield
Danvers Norfolk
Duxbury Stoneham
Framingham Waltham
Hamilton Winthrop
Marblehead Woburn
Melrose
Milton
Natick
Norwell
Norwood
Peabody
Reading
Saugus 22 11 38
Wayland Cambridge Rockland Everett
Chelsea Watertown Hanover
Dedham Weymouth Holbrook
Medford Randolph
N. Reading Salem
Pembroke Somerville
Quincy Wilmington
1 Revere 11 7 19
19 381 19 76
Continuation rate (total) (Y)
Proportion of high income families 1963 (X)
Y
OL
II-311
TABLE II.c,2
INTERRELATION BETWEEN THE PROPORTION OF HIGH INCOIE
FAMILIES AND THE RATE OF CONTINUATION TO COLLEGE
ellseley
Weston
Westwood
Winchester
13
Dover
Medfield
Nahant
Topsfield
Wayland
Wenham.
6
Belmont
Brookline
Hingham
Norwood
Marblehead
Sharon
6
Arlington Walpole
Ashland Watertown
Beverly
Braintree
Canton
Danvers
Duxbury
Framingham
Hamilton
Melrose
Milton
Natick
Norwell
Peabody
Pembroke
Reading
Scituate
Swampscott
Wakefield 21
0
t. 4
Boston
Hanover
Hull
Malden
Manchester
Marshfield
Middleton
Norfolk
Stoneham
Wilmington
Winthrop
11
Burlington Saugus Everett
Cambridge Weymouth Holbrook
Chelsea Lynn
Dedham Randolph
Medford Salem
N. Reading Somerville
Quincy Waltham
Revere Woburn
0 Rockland 1 19
19 38 19 76
Continuation rate (to college 1965 (Y)
Proportion of high Income families 1963 (X)
X
Bedford
Cohasset
Concord
Lexington
Lincoln
Lynnfield
Needham
Newton
Sudbury
X
Y
19
38
Y
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TABLE II.d,l
INTERRELATION BETWEEN THE PROPORTION OF HIGH INCOME
FAMJLIES AND HOLDING POWER (TOTAL) X
Cohasset Weston Belmont Wintrhop
Concord Westwood Canton
Dover Hamilton
Lincoln Marblehead
Sudbury Milton
Wayland Sharon
ellesley Swampscott
Wenham Wialpole
10 8 1 19
Bedford Arlington Everett
Lexington Beverly Holbrook
Lynnfield Braintree Hull
Medfield Brookline Manchester
Nahant Burlington Middleton
Needham Danvers Norfolk
Newton Duxbury Randolph
Topsfield Framingham Salem
Winchester Hingham Stoneham
Melrose Wilmington
Natick Woburn
N. Reading
Norwell
Norwood
Pembroke
Reading
Rockland
Watertown
9 18 11 38
Ashland Scituate Boston
Cambridge Wakefield Hanover
Chelsea Weymouth Lynn
Dedham Malden
Medford Marshfield
Peabody Somerville
Quincy Waltham
Revere
0 Saugus 12 7 19
19 38 19 76
Holding power 1962 (Y)
Proportion of high income families 1963
Y
K,
(X)
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TABLE II.d,2
INTERRELATION BETWEEN THE PROPORTION OF HIGH INCOME
x FAMILIES AND THE DROPOUT RATE OF PUPILS WITH IQ SCORES OVER 100
Lexington
Lincoln
Medfield
Sudbury
Wayland
Wellesley
Wenham
Weston
8
Bedford
Cohasset
Concord
Dover
Lynnfield
Nahant
Newton
Weston
inchester
9
Cant on
Hamilt on
Marblehead
Melrose
Norwood
Sharon
Swampscott
Walpole
Arlington
Ashland
Belmont
Beverly
Braintree
Burlington
Danvers
Dedham
Duxbury
Framingham
Hingham
Medford
Milton
Natick
Peabody
Pembroke
8
Wakefield
Wat ert own
Manchester
Stoneham
Winthrop
Everett
Hanover
Holbrook
Hull
Lynn
Malden
Norfolk
Randolph
Salem
Wi1mington
10
3
x
Y
19
38
Needham Brookline Scituate 1 Boston
Topsfield Cambridge Weymouth Marshfield
Chelsea Middleton
N. Reading Somerville
Norwell W ealtham
Quincy Poburn
Reading
Revere
2 Saugus 6 19
19 38 19176
Y
Dropout rate pupils with IQ score over 100:
Proportion high income families: 1963 (X)
1962 (Y)
I
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TABLE II.d,3
INTERRELATION BETWEEN PROPORTION OF HIGH INCOME FAMILIES AND
THE PERCENTAGE OF DROPOUTS WITH IQ SCORES OVER 110 OF TOTAL DROPOUTS
Lexington Arlington Boston
Lincoln Belmont Holbrook
Sudbury Dedham Lynn
Venham Hamilton Manchester
Hingham Salem
Melrose Stoneham
Sharon Wilmington
Swampscott 8 in
Cohasset Beverly Wakefield Hanover
Lynnfield Brookline Walpole Hull
Medfield Burlington Watertown Malden
Nahant Cambridge Marshfield
Needham Canton Norfolk
Newton Chelsea Randolph
Wayland Danvers Somerville
Duxbury Waltham
Marblehead Woburn
Medford
Natick
N. Reading
Norwood
Pembroke
Quincy
Revere
Rockland
Saugus
7 Scituate 22 9 38
Bedford Ashland Everett
Concord Braintree I Middleton
Dover Framingham Winthrop
Topsfield Milton
ellesley Norwell
Weston Peabody
Westwood Reading
inchester Weymouth
__ _8f 8 3 19
19 38 19 76
Percentage dropouts with IQ scores over 110 of total dropouts 1962 (Y)
Proportion high income families 1963 (X)
X
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reflects the probably higher incidence of students with high I.Q.
scores in affluent communities, a hypothesis which finds further
support in Table II.D,3 which represents the relation between the
proportion of affluent families in a comunity with the ratio between
dropouts with particularly high I.Q. scores (over 110) and total
dropouts. As explained before, this index may be regarded as sym-
ptomatic of the distribution of I.Q. scores over the school children
enrolled in public schools, in so far as it seems plausible that if
a relatively large proportion of dropouts are youngsters with high
I.Q. scores, it is likely that there will also be a large segment of
youngsters with high I.Q.. scores in the school system.
This implies, that as far as continuation to college is
concerned there is more to it then just the quality of the provided
education in secondary school. Even conmmunities, ;Tith relatively low
inputs into their educational facilities, show a high continuation rate
':herever there is a relatively large high-income segment in the popula-
tion. This, it should be stressed, cannot be attributed to the pos-
sibility that high incone families tend to send their children to
private schools, since in this analysis the continuation rates are
derived from the public school systems.
I think that the explanation must be sought primarily in the
extra-curricular learning experiences which tend to be more abundent
in affluent Communities and in the homes of affluent families.
It may however also be that same important inputs in the school
system, as for instance teacher qualifications and teaching equipment
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are not sufficiently expressed through money inputs and teacher
pupil ratios which were chosen as the basic index for this study.
This point raises more detailed research opportunities for a further
extension of the investigation.
At the same time this relation raises some doubts about the
intrinsic qualities of these schools serving affluent communities.
Because, although the holding power of these school systems compares
favorably with the holding power of schools serving less affluent
communities, it is still true that they have substantial dropout
rates of apparently well qualified students.
Nevertheless, it seems quite clear that for a family with
school going children it is appealing to settle in a community with
a school system with high continuation rates and strong holding power.
From the financial angle, taxes may be lower, and the costs of moving
and the possible higher cost of living is likely to be set off by the
opportunity costs of sending the child(ren) to a private school which
is the conventional alternative to mediocre public schools.
That these considerations go through the minds of many pro-
spective movers is demonstrated by the fact that the Massachusetts
Department of Education receives an average load of five telephone
calls per day from family heads planning to move, who ask information
on "the town with the best education in the Boston area". The admin-
istrator responsible with responding to these calls has developed a
standard sermon in which he explains that there is no such thing as
"the best education', that it all depends upon the abilities and
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aspiration of the youngster what he or she will make of his or her
own education. The sterotype question, generated by this answer
is then" "but what about the school systems which prepare my child
best for college?". Upon this the format reply is again, that
whether or not the boy or girl goes to college depends entirely upon
the abilities of the child and the preparedness of the parents to
assist him in going through college. That in fact there is a college
for every deserving youngster, and the Department of Education does
not consider it appropriate to provide a ranking of the school systems
according to these criteria, because the situation in the different
communities is much too complex to give every aspect proper considera-
tion.
In the following chapter I will analyse to what extent
families, in their moves, do respond to the differential educational
opportunities for their children in the Boston Region, and what other
factors are at work in the process of selective migration.
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Seletive (In)Migration and Differential Educational Opportunities
It is the main hypothesis of this thesis that communities
with high quality educational facilities will tend to attract relat-
ively many families with high parental educational attainment and
high income.
As mentioned earlier, the data source used for this analysis
makes it impossible to obtain migration data by level of education of
the respondents. Thus, here also, the factor education is substituted
by the factor income.
Under the nul hypothesis, corresponding with the main
hypothesis of this thesis, there would be no statistical association
between the rate at which families of specific income characteristics
move into a community and the quality level of the educational facili-
ties of the community.
To test the nul hypothesis the communities were ranked ac-
cording to their score on the Index of Selective Inmigration (ISI).
Selective migration refers in principle to the study of why
some people do move and others do not, and why some people move to one
location of residence and others move to other locations.
In this study, the rate of inmigration into a community is
measured by the ratio between the percentage of movers of some charact-
eristic to all other movers, and the percentage of non-movers of the
same characteristics to all other non-movers. A more detailed des-
cription of the Index and its rationale is given in the Appendix. It
may be sufficient to mention at this point that the Index does not
- AFW -____ -_- -I--,"--- , - - - - __ - - --- - -4.o-
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distinguish between new comers into a town who are in fact an
addition to the community and new comers who merely replace former
residents of the same or different social characteristics.
As Table III.A,l shows, there is no statistical associa-
tion between the scores of the seventy-six communities on the Index
of Selective Inmigration for high income families and the level of
per pupil expenditures on public education in these communities.
There is however a relation between the scores of these
communities on the ISI for high income families and the increase in
per pupil expenditures on public education over the period over
which the imigration is measured (1955-1963/64): Table III.A,2.
Communities with strong output factors tend to experience
a high influx of high income families, this holds true for continua-
tion rates as well as for holding power: Table III.B,l and Table
III.B,2.
These relations do not appear when comparing communities
with high quality educational facilities in terms of input factors
and output factors with the rate at which they attract middle income
families or low income families: Tables III.A,3 through III.A,7 and
Tables III.B,3 through III.B,7. The relation between continuation
rates and the influx of low income families is an inverse relation.
However, the level of significance of this relation is very low. Drop-
out rates prove to be strongly related to the rate of attraction of
socio-economic groups into a community. There is a strong relation
for high-income families, no relation for middle income families, and
an inverse relation for low income families, particularly when dropouts
with I.Q. scores over 100 are considered.
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Table !!!-A7 Table III.A,2
Interrelation between
I.S.I. for high income
families (X), and per
pupil expenditures (Y)
7
7
5
19
X
Table III-B,1
9 3 19
19 12 38
10 4 19
38 19 76
Interelation between
I.S.I. for high income fa-
milies (X), and increase
in p.p. expenditures (Y).
Y
8 8 3 1
6 21 11 3
5 9 5 1
Y 19
9
8
9
38 19 76
x
Table III-B,2
Interrelation between
I.S.I. for high income families
and continuationrate to college
5 14 0 19
12 16 10 3
2 8 9 1
Interrelation between
I.S.I. for high income fa-
milies (X), and holding
power (total) (Y).
6 12 1 1
11 16 11 3
2 10 7 1
8
9
19 38 19 76
9
8
9
Table Iff
38 19 7619
6
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Table III.A,1
1)
Table III.A,3
Interrelation between
I.S.I. for high income families
and per pupil expenditures
7
5
3 19
4 19
L
19 19
Interrelation between
I.S.I. for iddennomeafa-
milies (X), and per pupil
expenditures (y).
41
3 3 1
19
9
9
19
Table III.A,4
Interrelation between
I.S.I. for low income
and p.p. expenditures
families (X)
(Y).
5 4 19
4 6 19
19 19
) same table as on page II-36b
II- 36f
I)
Table IIIrB,l Table III-A,5
Interrelation between
I.S.I. for high income families
and continuation rates to
college
5
2
19
0 19
9 19
19
Interrelation between
I.S.I. for middle income
families (X), and continu-
ation to college (Y)
3 5 19
5 2 19
19 19
Table III.A,6
Interrelation between
I.S.I. for low income families
and continuation to college
4 6 19
5 5 19
19 19
same table as on page II-36b
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Table III.B,2 Table II.a,7
Interrelation between
I.S.I. for high income fa-
milies (X), and holding po-
wer (total). (Y)
6
2
19
1 19
7 19
19
Interrelation between
I.S.I. for middle income
families (X), and holding
power (total) (Y)
5 6 19
5 6 19
19 19
Table III.A,8
Interrelation between
I.S.I. for low income families (X)
and holding power (total)
3 5 19
5 3 19
19 19
Table III.B,2, same as on page II-36b
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Disparities in Selective Migration
Regarding the main purpose of this thesis: to establish
what link if any, exists between the quality of educational facili-
ties of a community and the rate at which a community attracts new
residents of specific socio-economic characteristics, the evidence
points in the direction of acceptance of the main hypothesis that
high income families tend to move towards communities with high per-
forming school systems, whereas low income families tend to move
towards communities which perform at a lower level.
In fact however, there may be considerable overlap, in
the sense that some high income families may move to communities
with school systems with high input factors in one respect, but
maybe low performance according to other criteria. Other high income
families maybe move to certain communities which have a high per-
formance as far as output factors are concerned, while inputs into
the school system are maybe low. Just as it may be that some low
income families move to communities which have low performing school
systems in one respect but high quality facilities according to
some other criteria.
To test for this possibility of overlap I have reranked
the communities on the Index of Disparative Inmigration (IDI). This
new ranking gives priority to communities which attract relatively
many high income families and relatively few low income families on
one end of the ranking scale, while on the other end of the scale
appear the communities which attract relatively many low income families
and relatively few high income families.
The result is that in fact, many of the relations which
were discussed before, became considerably stronger.
As in the earlier analysis where there was no relation
between influx of high income families and per pupil expenditures
on public education (Table III.A,1), it turns out that there is only
a slight relation among the communities which attract high rates of
high income families and low rates of law income families (and vice
versa): Table IV.A,l.
Similarly, a stronger relation is discerned between dis-
parative inmigration and two other input variables: per pupil
teacher expenditures and per pupil expenditures on libraries: Tables
Iv.A,2,3 and Tables IV.A,4,5.
Also, there is a considerably stronger relation between
continuation rates, (Tables IV.A,6,7).
The relation between communities which attract many high
incomem families as campared to low income families, and dropout
rates is however weaker than in the earlier analysis (Tables IV.A,
8,9).
The implications of these contrasts are that at least a
number of communities in the metropolitan area have become more
homogeneous in terms of income characteristics as well as in educa-
tional performance during the period 1955 to 1963/64.
Education however need not be the only factor in this
process towards greater homogenity. In fact as Tables IV.B,1
shows, equalized taxes tend to be lower in communities which change
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Table IV.A,l Table III.A,l
Interrelation between
I.D.I. for high income fa-
lies (X), and p.p. expen-
ditures on schools (Y)
7 8 4 19
8 21 9 3
4 9 6 1
8
interrelation between
I.S.I. for high income
families (X), and p.p.
expenditures on schools (Y)
7 9 3 1
7 19 12 3
5 10 5 19
9
8
9
38 19 76
Table IV.A,2
19 38 19 76
Table IV.A,3
Interrelation between
I.S.I. for high income
families (X) and p.p. ex-
penditures on teachers (Y)
Interrelation between
I.D.I. for high income fa-
milies (X), and p.p. expen-
ditures on teachers
10 2 19
21 10 38
7 7 19
9 6 4 1
7 22 9 3
3 10 6 1
19 38 19 76
19
7
7
5
9
8
9
38 19 7619
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Table IV.A,4 Table IV.A,5
Interrelation between
I.S.I. for high income
families (X) and p.p. ex-
penditures on libraries (Y)
6
11
2
19
Table IV.A,6
Interrelation between
I-D.I. for high income fa-
milies and p.p. expendi-
tures on libraries.
8 7 4 1
10 21 7 3
1 10 8 1
9 4 19
20 7 38
9 8 19
38 19 76 19
9
8
9
38 19 19
Table IV.A,7
Interrelation between
I.S.I. for high income families
and continuation rate (total)
6 12 1 19
11 19 8 38
2 7 10 19
19 38 19 76
Interrelation between
I.D.I. for high income fa-
milies and continuation
rate
8 10 1 19
9 22 7 38
2 6 11 19
38 19 7619
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Table IV.A,8 Table IV.A,9
Interrelation between
I.S.I. for high income fa-
milies (X) and holding po-
wer (total) (Y)
6 12 1 19
11 18 11 3
2 10 7 1
19
Interrelation between
I.D.I. for high income fa-
milies and holding power
6 11 2 1
11 17 10 3
2 10 7 1
8
9
38 19 76
Table IV.B,l
19
9
8
9
38 19 76
Table IV.C,l
Interrelation between
I.D.I. for high income fa-
milies (X) and equalized
taxrate (Y)
9 4 19
21 7 38
8 8 19
Interrelation between
I.D.I. for high income fa-
milies and juvenile delin-
quency
8 11 0 1
10 16 12 3
1 11 7 1
19 38 19 76
6
10
3
9
8
9
38 19 7619
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Table IV.C,2
interrelation between
I.D.I. for high income families (X)
and descripancy between social ser-
vices and unfulfilled social needs (Y)
7 11 1 19
10 18 10 38
2 9 8 19
38 19 7619
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toward more homogeneity in high income families, while equalized
taxes tend to be higher in comunities which change towards a
greater concentration on low income families.
Similarly, rates of juvenile delinquency are low in
comunities which are disparatively growing to become high income
communities, while juvenile delinquency tends to be high in com-
munities which are becoming more predominantly low income: Table
IV.C,1.
Finally, comunities which grow towards a greater segment
of high income families as compared to low income families, tend to
have less unfulfilled social needs, as defined by the Massachusetts
United Comnunities Services, while communities with an increasing
proportion of low income families, compared to their segment of
high income families tend to have among the highest rates of unfulfilled
social needs: Tables IV.C,1,2.
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Testing for Spuriousness
The analysis so far has clearly demonstrated that there
is a significant relation between the socio-economic composition
of a community, the rate at which a community attracts newcomers
of specific socio-economic characteristics and the input and output
factors of its school system.
There are deviations from the pattern, but generally if a
community has a relatively large segment of high income families
compared to its segment of low income families, it tends to spend
relatively generously on public education.
Communities which attract relatively many high income
families do tend to increase their allocation to public education
substantially, they also tend to have high continuation rates and
lower dropout rates.
However, so far there is no clue to what extent high income
families are attracted to these communities by the quality of their
schools, or by other factors.
It may still be that the selectivity which I discerned in
the inmigration flows of affluent families into communities with
high educational performance is largely a reflection of the possible
shifts in high salaries employment to these communities, or of the
preference of affluent families for suburban living expressed in the
choice of single family swelling units.
To eliminate the possible spuriousness resulting from these
two factors I have again prepared a separate analysis of the migration
-WO
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pattern of families with jobs in the central city, who moved into
attached dwelling units in the seventy-five communities of the
Boston Metropolitan Area.
Of these families it cannot be said that they moved to
a specific community for employment reasons, neither can it be
argued that they chose the community specifically for the type
of housing, because the city of Boston, particularly in its out-
skirts provides a wide range of choice of attached dwelling units
at comparable vacancy rates.
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Methodological Problems
Measuring the rate at which the families of the selected
characteristics (high income, commutors, who choose an attached
dwelling unit in the suburbs) are attracted to the seventy-five
suburban communities in a complex undertaking.
The BRPP data bank in its present form presents the data
concerning commutors on a separate computer tape. Thus, the data
concerning characteristics of comutors are on one tape and can only
be cross tabulated by occupation. The data concerning characteristics
of migrants are on another tape and can only be cross tabulated by
income levels.
The Index of Disparative Imigration for the families of
the before mentioned characteristics was arrived at by first ranking
the communities according to the rate at which they attract high
income versus low income families, who choose attached dwelling
units, and secondly by ranking the communities according to the
proportion of professionals who commute in the community. Wherever
a community scored high on both rankings it was ranked high on the
combined Index of Disparative Imigration for this particular segment
of the suburban population.
As is pointed out in the Appendix, the I.D.I. for high status
commutors expresses the extent which high status commutors chose to
live in available attached dwelling units. The rate of choice for
this type of dwelling unit is in relation to the existing housing
stock of attached dwelling units in each community.
Pages II-42a-i: The full title of the table is:
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TABLE V.a,l
INTERRELATION BETWEEN DISPARATIVE INAIGRATION OF HIGH STATUS,
COMMUTORS AND PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES ON SCHOOLS
X
Brookline
Cambridge
Cohasset
Lexington
Needham
Newt on
Wellesley
7
Arlington
Belmont
Hull
Lynn
Melrose
Quincey
Somerville
Watertown
8
Hamilton
Holbrook
Rockland
Woburn
4
Concord
Dover
Lincoln
Manchester
Marshfield
Milton
Sudbury
Wayland
Weston
Westwood Bedford
Middleton
1C 2
I. t
Canton
Danvers
Duxbury
Hingham
Lynnfield
Nahant
Norfolk
Norwood
Norwell
Pembroke
Scituate
Stonham
Swampscott
Wakefield
Waltham
Wenham
Weymouth
Winchester
Winthrop 19
Ashland
Beverly
Medfield
N. Reading
Peabody
Randolph
Reading
Saugus
Walpole
9
Boston
Braintree
Dedham
Everett
Framingham
Marlboro
Medford
Natick
Revere
Salem
Topsfield
Burlington
Chelsear
Hanover
Malden
Sharon
Wilmington
6
19 38 19
Per pupil expenditures: average over
average membership. (Y)
period 1956-1962, adjusted for net
Y
19
38
19
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TABLE V.a,2
X INMIGRATION HIGH SCHOOL COMMUTORS VS PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES ONTEACHERS' SALARIES )(
Brookline Lynnfield Westwood Framingham
Cambridge Manchester Winchester Marlboro
Lexington Marshfield
Lynnfield Milton
Needham Swampscott
Newton Wayland
Quincy Weston
Wellesley 8 9 2 20
Arlington Ashland Winthrop Braintree
Belmont Beverly Burlington
Cohasset Canton Chelsea
Hull Concord Dedham
Melrose Danvers Everett
Somerville Duxbury Malden
Watertown Dover Medford
Hingham Nat ick
Lincoln Revere
Norwell Salem
Norwood Sharon
Reading
Scituate
Stoneham
Sudbury
Wakefield
Walpole
Waltham
Weymouth
7 20 11 38
Hamilton Medfield Bedford
Holbrook Nahant Boston
Rockland Norfolk Hanover
Woburn N. Reading Middleton
Peabody Topsfield
Pembroke Wilmington
Randolph
Saugus
Wenham
4 9 6 19
19 38 19
Per pupil expenditures on teachers's salaries 1962 ( )
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TABLE V.a,3
X INM1YIGRATION HIGH SCHOOL COIMVTOR VS PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES LIBRARIES 1
Brookline Ashland Weston Bedford
Hull Concord Burlington
Lexington Lincoln
Melrose Manchester
Needham Marshfield
Newton N. Reading
Wellseley Scituate
Swampscott.
7 Wayland 10 2 19
Arlington Beverly Wenham Braintree
Belmont Canton Westwood Dedham
Cohasset Dover Weymouth Framingham
Hamilton Duxbury Winchester Hanover
Quincy Hingham Marlboro
Rockland Lynnfield Middleton
Medfield Natick
Milton Topsfield
Norfolk Wilmington
Norwell
Norwood
Pembroke
Randolph
Reading
Saugus
Stoneham
Sudbury
Wakefield
Walpole
6 23 9 38
Cambridge Danvers Boston
Holbrook Nahant Chelsea
Lynn Peabody Everett
Watertown Waltham Malden
Woburn Winthrop Medford
Somerville Revere
Salem
Sharon
6 5 8 19
19 38 19
1. Per pupil expenditures on libraries 1962 (Y)
V
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TABLE V.a,4
X INMIGRATION HIGH STATUS COMMUTOR AND CONTINUATION RATES, TOTAL x
Belmont
Brookline
Cohasset
Lexington
Needham
Newton
Wellseley
7
Arlington
Hamilton
Hull
Lynn
Melrose
Woburn
6
Hingham
Lincoln
Lynnf ield
Scituate
Sudbury
Swampscott
Weston
Westwood
Winchester
Ashland
Beverly
!Canton
Concord
Danvers
Dover
Duxbury
Manchester
Marshfield
Medfield
Milton
Nahant
Norfolk
Norwell
Norwood
Peabody
Reading
Saugus
Stoneham
9
Wakefield
Walpole
Waltham
Wenham
Winthrop
24
Bedford
Middleton
Topsfield
3
Boston
Braintree
Burlington
Framingham
Malden
Marlboro
Natick
Sharon
8
Cambridge N. Reading Chelsea
Holbrook Pembroke Dedham
Quincy Randolph Everett
Rockland Wayland Hanover
Somerville Weymouth Medford
Watertown Rvere
Salem
6 5 Wilmington 8 19
19 38 19 76
1. Continuation rate 1965. (
V
19
38
Y
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TABLE V.a,5
INMIGRATION HIGH STATUS COMVUTORS RATE OF CONTINUATION 1
TO FOUR YEARS COLLEGE x(
Belmont Concord Bedford
Brookline Hingham Marlboro
Cohasset Lincoln Sharon
Lexington Lynnfield
Needham Norwood
Newton Sudbury
Wellseley Weston
Westwood
7 Winchester
Arlington Ashland Wakefield Boston
Hamilton Beverly Walpole Braintree
Hull Canton Wayland Framingham
Melrose Danvers Wenham Hanover
Watertown Dover Winthrop Malden
Duxbury Middleton
Manchester Natick
Marshfield Topsfield
Medfield Wilmington
Milton
Nahant
Norfolk
Norwell
Peabody
Pembroke
Reading
Scituate
Stoneham
Swampscott
5 24 9 38
Cambridge N. Reading Burlington
Holbrook Randolph Chelsea
Lynn Saugus Dedham
Quincy Waltham Everett
Rockland Weymouth Medford
Somerville Revere
Woburn Salem
19 38 19 76
1. Continuation Rate 1965. CY)
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TABLE V.a,6
)( INMIGRATION HIGH STATUS COVMUTOR AND SCHOOL SYSTEMS
HOLDING POWER, ALL STUDENTS x
Belmont Canton Wenham Marlboro
Cohasset Concord Weston Sharon
Hamilton Dover Westwood
Wellseley Lincoln Winthrop
Milton
Sudbury
Swamprpscott
Walpole
Wayland 13 2 19
Arlington Beverly Bedford
Brookline Danvers Braintree
Holbrook Duxbury Burlington
Hull Hingham Everett
Lexington Lynnfield Framingham
Melrose Manchester Middleton
Needham Medfield Natick
Newton Nahant Salem
Rockland Norfolk Topsfield
Watertown N. Reading Wilmington
Woburn Norwell
Nomwood
Pembroke
Randolph
Reading
Stoneham
Winchester
11 17 10 38
Cambridge Ashland Boston
Lynn Marshfield Chelsea
Quincy Peabody Dedham
Somerville Saugus Hanover
Sciuate Malden
Wakefield Medford
Waltham Revere
4 Weymouth 8 7 19
19 38 19 76
1. Holding power of school systems 1962 (Y)
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TABLE V.b,2
INMIGRATION HIGH STATUS C UMMTORS AND DISCREPANCY BETWEEN
X SOCIAL SERVICES AND THE COMM UNITIES SOCIAL NEEDS
1 K
Arlington Woburn Canton Bedford
Belmont Dover Braintree
Brookline N. Reading Burlington
Lexington Stoneham Dedham
Melrose Wayland
Needham
Newton
Watertown
Wellseley 10 5 4 19
Hamilton Ashland Swampscott Framingham
Holbrook Beverly Wakefield Hanover
Lynn Concord Walpole Marlboro
Rockland Danvers Wenham Middleton
Duxbury Westwood Natick
Lincoln Weston Salem
Lynnfield Weymouth Topsfield
Manchester Wilmington
Marshfield
Medfield
Milton
Nahant
Norfolk
Norwood
Peabody
Pembroke
Randolph
Saugus
Sudbury
4 26 8 38
Cambridge Hingham Boston
Cohasset Norwell Chelsea
Hull Reading Everett
Quincy Scituate Malden
Somerville Waltham Medford
Winchester Revere
5 Winthrop Sharon 7 19
19 38 19 76
1. Based upon index developed by United Community Services of Greater
Boston, 1962. ( Y)
V
mu w-________________________ -
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TABLE V.b,2
INMIGRATION HIGH STATUS CU&MUTORS AND THE INCIDENCE1
OF JUVENILE DELINQUENCY XI
Arlington Canton Bedford
Brookline Concord Dedham
Lexington Dover Natick
Needham Lincoln Sharon
Newton Medfield
Wellseley Milton
Sudbury
Wayland
6 Weston 9 4 19
Belmont Ashland Winchester Boston
Hamilton Beverly Braintree
Holbrook Danvers Burlington
Lynn Duxbury Framingham
Rockland Lynnfield Hanover
Watertown Manchester Marlboro
Woburn Marshf ield Middleton
Nahant Salem
Norfolk Topsfield
Norwood Wilmington
Peabody
Pembroke
Randolph
Saiggus
Scituate
Swampscott
W1alpole
Wenham
Wfestwood
Weymouth
7 21 10 38
Cambridge Hingham Chelsea
Cohasset N. Reading Everett
Hull Norwell Malden
Melrose Reading Medford
Quincy Stoneham Revere
Somerville Wakefield
Waltham
6 Winthrop 8 5 19
19 38 19 76
1. Juvenile delinquency 1962. L)
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TABLE V.b,3
x INMIGRATION 
OF HIGH STATUS COMMIJTORS
AND OFFICIAL TAX BASE x
Belmont Dover Bedford
Brookline Lynnfield Everett
Hull Manchester Marlboro
Needham Norwell Salem
Newton Pembroke
Wellseley Wakefield
Waltham
Wenham
6 Weymouth 9 4 19
Cambridge Ashland Vinthrop Braintree
Cohasset Danvers Burlington
Hamilton Duxbury Dedham
Lexington Hingham Framingham
Melrose Marshfield Medford
Quincy Medfield Middleton
W!atertown Milton Natick
Woburn Norfolk Sharon
Norwood Topsfield
Peabody Wilmington
Randolph
Reading
Saugus
Scituate
Swampscott
Walpole
Wreston
Westwood
inchester
8 20 10 38
Arlington Beverly Boston
Holbrook Canton Chelsea
Lynn Concord Hanover
Rockland Lincoln Malden
Somerville Nahant Revere
N. Reading
Stoneham
Sudbury
5 Wayland 9 5 19
19 38 19 76
1. Tax
4ow
base, 1962. ( Y)
V
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TABLE V.b,4
)(INTERRELATION BETWEEN DISPARATIVE INMIGRATION OF HIGH STATUS 1 XC01&MORS AND EQUALIZED TAX RATE
Belmont Danvers Wakefield Dedham
Wellseley Dover Weston Everett
Duxbury Westwood Marlboro
Lynnfield Weymouth Topsfield
Manchester
Milton
Norfolk
Peabody
2 Swampscott 13 19
Arlington Ashland Winthrop Bedford
Brookline Beverly Braintree
Cohasset Canton Burlington
Hamilton Concord Framingham
Holbrook Lincoln Natick
Lynn Medfield Salem
Melrose Nahant Wilmington
Needham N. Reading
Newton Norwell
Quincy Norwood
Watertown Pembroke
Reading
Saugus
Scituate
Stoneham
Valpole
Waltham
Wenham
Winchester
11 20 7 38
Cambridge Hingham Boston
Hull Marshfield Chelsea
Lexington Randolph Hanover
Rockland Sudbury Malden
Somerville Wayland Medford
Woburn Middleton
Revere
6 5 Sharon 8 19
19 38 19 76
1. Equalized tax rate, 1962. (Y)
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TABLE V.b,5
INTERRELATION BETWEEN DISPARATIVE INMIGRATION OF HIGH STATUS
)( COIMITORS AND AUTOMOTIVE ACCESSIBILITY TO THE CENTER OF BOSTON
Arlington Milton Boston
Brookline Saugus Chelsea
Cambridge Stoneham Malden
Melrose Winchester Medford
Newton Winthrop Revere
Quincy
Somerville
Watertown 8 5 6 19
Belmont Beverly Weymouth Bedford
Holbrook Canton Braintree
Lexington Danvers Burlington
Lynn Hingham Dedham
Needham Lincoln Marlboro
Rockland Lynnfield Middleton
Wellseley Nahant Natick
Woburn N. Reading Salem
Norwell Topsfield
Norvood Wilmingt on
Peabody
Randolph
Reading
Swampscott
Wakefield
Waltham
fenham
W7eston
8 Westwood 20 12 38
Cohasset Ashland Scituate Framingharp
Hamilton Concord Sudbury Hanover
Hull Dover Walpole Sharon
Duxbury Wayland
Manchester
Marshfield
Medfield
Norfolk
Pembroke
3 13 3 19
19 38 19 76
1. Based upon data provided by Boston Regaonal Planning Project
for 1963. ( Y)
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Verification
The combined score of high income movers and professionals
who commute will be referred to as the Index of Disparative Inmigra-
tion for high status commutors.
High status commutors who choose attached dwelling units
revealed a particular tendency to move to communities with high
input quality school systems.
The relation is significant for per pupil expenditures on
schools (Table V.A,l), for per pupil expenditures on teacher salaries
(Table V.A,2) and for per pupil expenditures available for libraries
(Table V.A,3).
The relation is also significant for continuation rates
(Tables V.A,4,5), but non-existent for holding power (Table V.A,6,7).
Hence, the movers of these selected characteristics tend to
respond more strongly to the input factors and continuation rates than
to the performance of the school system in terms of holding power.
As mentioned earlier, continuation rates need not neces-
sarily reflect the contribution of the school, they also reflect the
determination of parents to let their youngster stay in school, and
their desire and ability to sustain the child through post-secondary
education.
Without performing a survey it is practically impossible
to ascertain to what degree parents are attracted by the quality of
the school, and to what degree by the socio-economic composition of
the community, which in the present institutional contest, largely
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determines at what level the schools perform.
The effect of the institutional context should be further
investigated.
The fact that there is this relation between the communities'
socio-economic composition and the performance of their school systems
reflects only partly the eagerness of high status families to stimulate
the education of their children. It reflects at the same time the
peculiarly New England legislative framework in which the Boston
Metropolitan school system operates.
Under the large extent of local autonomy there are few
minimum standards with which a school administration has to adhere,
such as uniform examinations or obligatory financial or curricular
requirements.
The spirit of the law is that schools should reflect the
values of the community; and this is what in fact seems to occur. By
the election of the school committee, which itself is autonomous of
the city administration, the interested voters express their values
through their vote: those who are themselves educated vote for more
education, while those who have themselves less benegitted from educa-
tional experiences tend to be side tracked to vote on issues, concern-
ing ethnic conflicts in traditional political factions, which are only
marginally related to the education of their children. 1
1. Based upon interviews with school administration and officials
of the Massachusetts Department of Education.
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The Impact of Other Mnet Factors
Comparing other magnet factors which may attribute to the
attraction of high status commuters who choose an attached dwelling
unit, it turns out that there is only a relation between the rate
at which communities attract families of these characteristics and
the descrepancy between social needs and social services (Table V.B,1).
But there is no relation as far as the incidence of juvenile delinquency
is concerned (Table V.B,2), neither is there a relation with the level
of the tax base (Table C.B,3,4) or with automotive accessibility (Table
V.B,5).
This clearly suggests that these families, knowingly or
unknowingly, responded more strongly to the quality of schools than
to other magnet factors.
The following summary presents the position of the com-
munities which ranked in the upper quartile in attracting high status
commuters and which also scored high on at least three criteria of
school system performance:
Per Pupil Expenditures Cont. Rates Holdin
Schools Teacher Library Total 4 Year Total
Total Salaries College
Wellesley X X X X X X
Lexington X X X X X
Needham X X X X X
Newton X X X X X
Brookline X X X X X
XCohasset
Belmont
X X
X X
Power
Pupils With
IQ of 100+
X
X
X
X
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It is interesting to note that three of these seven school
systems, although scoring high on per pupil expenditures do not score
high on holding power, and of the six school systems which score high
on inputs four do not score high on holding power of pupils with I.Q.
scores of over 100. This suggests that, although the school systems
of these communities receive high resources, and many children go on
to college, there is still room for improvement as far as the prevention
of dropouts is concerned.
Turning the focus of attention to the other end of the scale;
the following communities rank lowest in attracting high status com-
muters and rank higbest in attracting low status commuters who choose
an attached dwelling unit, while at the same time ranking lowest on
criteria of school quality.
Per Pupil Expenditures Cont. Rates Holding Power
Schools Teacher Library Total 4 Year College Total Pupils
Salaries With IQ
of 100+
Chelsea 0 0 0 0 0 0
Revere 0 0 0 0 0
Boston 0 0 0 0
Hanover 0 0 0 0
Medford 0 0 0 0
Dedham 0 0 0
Everett 0 0 0
Salem 0 0 0
Wilmington 0 0 0
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Here it is interesting to note that, although all these
communities, except Boston, ranked lowest on continuation rates,
only three ranked lowest on over-all expenditures on school.
On the basis of the level of per pupil expenditures one
would expect a less low continuation rate. This again is a con-
firmation, fram another angle, that as far as continuation rates
are concerned there is more to it than just the level of inputs
into the school system; a conclusion earlier arrived at in con-
nection with high status communities.
Nevertheless, it stands beyond doubt that increased per
pupil expenditures is a sine qua non to achieve higher continuation
rates, because: most communities which rank high on inputs tend
to rank high on continuation rates. Half of the communities which
rank low on input factors also rank low on continuation rates.
There are communities which rank high on input factors and low on
continuation rates. However, there is no community which ranks
low on input factors and ranks high on continuation rates.
III-1
Summary
Before arriving at conclusions, it is time now for a brief
summary of the major findings resulting from the analysis.
Part I studied the relation between the rates of education
specific inmigration into the central city and into the suburbs of
Metropolitan Areas of the North East Region in the United States.
It was found on the basis of Census data in print that suburbs ex-
perience a higher rate of inmigration of highly educated families than
central cities. To test to what extent these families moved to the
suburbs in response to shifts in white collar employment, or to
enjoy the status derived from owning a single home,a particular
sub-group of movers was studied: those who moved to the suburbs
with a job in the central city and choosing to live in an attached
dwelling unit or apartment.
For this analysis I used U.S. Census data available on
computer tape, based on a sample of 1/1000 inhabitants. It was
found that the highly educated, higher income familes with a job
in the central city, tend to move at a greater than average frequency
to the suburbs and tend to choose at a greater than average frequency to
live in an attached dwelling unit.
This led to the conclusion that, since these families are
of relatively high education and in the age of having school children,
there is evidence that part of this "flight to the suburbs" was
"educational flight": to take advantage of the generally better
quality of educational opportunities in the suburbs compared to the
education available in the central city.
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In Part II the emphasis was shifted from the central city-
suburbs dichotomy to an analysis of the distribution of families of
specific socio-educational characteristics with children in the
school going age over the seventy-six communities of one metropolitan
area.
The information for this analysis was retrieved from the
BRPP data bank, combined with statistical data provided by the
Massachusetts Department of Education.
It was found that there are wide differences in educational
opportunities among the seventy-six communities, and that most of
the communities with high ranking educational factors tend to attract
high proportions of high status families as new residents, while communi-
ties ranking low on the quality of their school systems, tend to
attract disproportionately many families of low socio-economic status,
and few or none of high socio-economic status.
However, in many of the communities which were attracting
predominantly high status families or predominantly low status fanilies,
educational opportunities appeared to be not the only "magnet factor".
There are other factors to which the pattern of socio-economic migra-
tion can be attributed. I investigated the effect of the level of
the tax base of the community, assessibility to the center of the
central city, the incidence of juvenile delinquency, the extent of
discrepancy between social services and social needs in the community,
preponderance of the single dwelling unit, and employment.
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Employment and the preponderance of the single dwelling
unit as a magnet factor were again neutralized by studying those
movers with a job in the central city who choose an attached dwelling
unit in the suburbs. It was found that seven communities in the
Boston Metropolitan Area were particularly successful in attracting
new residents of these specific socio-economic characteristics:
families with school going children, income over 10,000 dollars,
professionals, job in central city, choosing attached dwelling unit.
These communities did not consistently rank high on magnet factors other
than the quality of educational facilities. This leads to the conclu-
sion that the choice of community of residence by this category of
movers was most probably determined by the favorable educational
opportunities provided by these particular communities.
IV-1
Conclusions
Throughout this discussion it should be remembered that
the Index of Disparative Inmigration for commuters, which measures
the influx of movers into attached dwelling units, is computed as
a percentage of the total supply of attached dwelling units in
each community.
Thus the Index tends to take into consideration only
those communities which have a substantial segment of attached
dwelling units, and which are at least in that respect, comparable
to sections of the central city where this housing is the predominant
type of dwelling unit.
There are differences in quality of the housing stock of
attached units in the high ranking communities, compared to the low
ranking communities, and these differences should be kept in mind
when making these comparisons.
Also, although there is no over-all statistical relation
at a significant level between the influx of status-specific commuters
and other magnet factors, it still holds true that only very rarely
a community which scores high on quality of educational facilities
scores very low on other magnet factors. This also has to be taken
into account when evaluating these comparisons.
Nevertheless, it is important to stress that the quality
of educational facilities and the social services provided in a
community relate statistically with the rate of socio-economic in-
migration in the metropolitan area. Similarly it is also important
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that other factors being statistically equal, high status families
tend to move at a disparative rate to communities with good school
systems and low status families tend to move at a disparative rate
to comunities with low ranking school systems.
From a metropolitan standpoint this means that there is
a tendency that children of well educated families tend to move
towards better educational opportunities, while children of less
well educated families tend to get worse education. Among specific
segments of the metropolitan area this discrepancy is growing rather
than diminishing. This conclusion should be seen in perspective,
however.
The school systems of the communities which were signled
out here as being particularly successful in attracting high status
families primarily on the basis of the quality of their schools,
serve approximately 10% of the children of school age in the Boston
Metropolitan Area. At the same time, the school systems of those
communities which were singled out here as having an expulsive effect
upon high status families, and which continue to receive an ever
larger influx of low status families, serve approximately 33% of the
children of school age in the Boston Metropolian Area.1
It is obvious that there is a wide discrepancy between
(a) the best quality schools (quality according to the criteria
established here), serving a small minority of the metropolitan
1. Based upon U.S. Census 1960, General Population Characteristics,
V. 1, Part 23, Massachusetts, Table 20.
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population, and (b) the least quality schools, serving a substantial
segment of the metropolitan population. On the other hand, it should
also be kept in mind that the majority of the metropolitan school
age population, approximately 57%o, is served by school systems which
neither rank highest nor rank lowest on the quality criteria choosen
in this study.
What this summary analysis shows is, that at least in the
Boston Metropolitan Area, there is no clear cut split between the
central city of Boston on the one end, and "the suburbs" on the other
end of a dichotomy. In fact there appears to be a wide spectrum;
same tsuburbs" being in an even more difficult situation than the
central city.
Looking fram the geographical angle, the seven highest
ranking communities form, with the exception of Cohasset, an almost
contiguous area: Brookline, Newton, Needham, Wellesley, Belmont,
Lexington, while five of the eight lowest ranking communities also
form a contiguous area: Boston, Dedham, Chelsea, Revere, Everett,
Medford.
This suggests that Boston and the other troubled communities
are losing their high status families not only to the classic suburban
fringe area, but also to a ring of suburbs nearer to the central city.
Most probably the way this process of selective migration
works is that parents hear from friends that a particular school
system in a certain cammunity is good in terms of quality of facility
and teachers.
-~ I.
IV-4
There is no doubt that already in the late nineteen
fifties education was becoming an ever stronger determinant in
social status achievement. Thus parents who could afford to move,
but could not afford or did not like to send their children to a
private school, moved out. But not necessarily did they move to
an area that was, at least in terms of housing, strongly different
from the area where they came from.
The major conclusion of this analysis is that in attracting
and retaining affluent families in the central city, the city of
Boston is not so much in competition with the fringe communities
which offer the well publicized pleasures of suburban living, but
that a main source of competition lies nearby: in a few communities
which offer much more than anything else: high quality educational
opportunities, combined with relatively easy access to the central
city.
If it is the stated objective of a "central city" or of
an adjacent community with similar problems, to stabilize its
population in socio-economic terms, a first prerequisite is the
provision of highly competitive educational opportunities.
Improving educational opportunities on the model provided
by these competing school systems is therefore a major challenge for
future planning in Boston, and a major subject for further investigation.
I Index of Social Discrepancy
II Index of Selective Inmigration
III Index of Disparative Innigration
APPENDIX I
Index of Social DiscrePancy
The socio-economic composition of a community was expres-
sed by the number of high income families, middle income families,
and low income families as a percentage of total households.
The Index of Social Discrepancy is the ratio between:
(a) the percentage of high income families on total households,
and (b) the percentage of low income families on total households.
In short, this Index expresses to what extent a community has re-
latively many high income families as compared to low income families
at the one end of the scale, or relatively many low income families
as compared with high income families at the other end of the scale.
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APPENDIX II
Index of Selective Migration
In this study, selective migration is considered to be
the process by which certain communities attract migrants of
specific socio-economic characteristics at a higher or lower rate
than other communities, if compared with other communities, or
with an agglomeration of communities of which that community is
a part.
Consider two fictitious communities: Community Cland
Community C2 which are located within a metropolitan area, each
with a population of 1000 households in 1955.
For illustrative pruposes it is interesting to ascertain
the selective migration into these two communities for two socio-
economic characteristics; e.g. family size, and income level of
head of household. The initial distribution of these characteristics
over the population of these two communities are as follows:
Distribution of Socio-Economic Characteristics
Over Two Hypothetical Communities
Community Ci Community C2
100 high income 300 high
100 medium income families 200 medium fai
100 low income 100 low
200 high income 100 high
300 medium income non families 100 medium no
200 low income -2MQ low
1000 1000
nilies
n families
As is evident, the communities differ substantially in their
socio-economic composition.
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Assuming no outmigration, a migration stream of say ten
high-income families into Community C1 , seems very high, whereas a
migration stream of twenty high income families to Community C2
does not seem as high as ten new high income families into Community
C1.C1*
However, it is hard to rank communities C and C2 according
to their attraction of new high income families, because, relative
to the initial number of high income families, Community C1 attracts
ten new high income families on a total of one hundred high income
families which is 10%, while Community C2 attracts twenty new high
income families on three hundred high income families, which is
6.6%. Thus, in this respect Community Cl ranks higher than Community
C2. But relative to the total population, Community C1 attracts ten
high income families on one thousand households, which is 1% while
Community C2 attracts twenty high income families on one thousand
households, which is 2%. Thus, according to this "reference popula-
tion", Community C1 ranks lower than Community C2 , while finally,
relative to the total number of families both communities rank the
same!
This elementary example shows, that the degree to which
a community attracts new inmigrants can only be meaningfully measured
if there is some theory which states *hat specific inmigration may
be expected, and at which level, an excess over the expected value
may be regarded as significant.
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For this purpose a nul hypothesis is formulated which
states that, if all communities were equally attractive to all
prospective migrants, regardless their income and regardless their
household composition, the migrants would distribute themselves
proportionately to the distribution of socio-economic character-
istics over the communities as it was before the migration under
study started in 1955.
The migrants, so to say, would match their socio-economic
characteristics to the proportional distribution of socio-economic
characteristics over the communities; in other words, each community
would grow equally in all its characteristics, i.e. the socio-economic
composition before and after the migration under study was completed
would remain the same.
In that case, if in community C1 10% of all families were
high income families in 1955, one would expect that of all the families
who entered the community C1 since 1955, 10% would be high income
families. Hence, assuming no outmigration, the percentage of high
income families among the "movers" would be the same as among the
"non-movers".
If however, in fact, the percentage of high income families
among the moving families is 15%, as compared with 10% among the non-
moving families, there is a higher incidence of high income families
among the moving families than among the non-moving families, and
the ratio between the two percentages expresses the deviation between
the "observed" pattern, and the pattern which is "expected" on the
basis of the nul hypothesis.
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In the first instance the ratio was 10 to 10 = 1; in
the second instance the ratio is 15:1O or = 1.510
The seventy-six communities can now be ranked according
to their score on their index which in fact varies as much as
between 8.25 and 0.05. A scoreof 8.25 means that the percentage
of high income familica among the movers is more than 8 times the
percentage of high income families among the non-movers.
For instance, if percentage of high income families among
total families among non-movers is 10% and among movers is 82.5%,
82.5
the Index of Selective Migration is the ratio of 10-=8.25.10
Similarly, a score of 0.06 means that the percentage of
high income families among the movers is only a fraction if compared
with the percentage of high income families among the non-movers. For
instance, a difference between 20% among non-movers and 0.3% among
movers; i.e. very few new high income families moved in compared to
the number which were there before.
This rate of inmigration is computed relative to all families
of all income levels. It would differe from the rate of inmigration which
would be computed by comparing all high income families as a percentage
of all high income households: families and non-families.
Thus, the rate of inmigration of high income families varies
depending upon to what "population of reference" the rate is computed.
In this study the rate of inmigration of high income was
computed relative to the following "reference populations":
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(a) all high income families relative to all
households
(b) all high income families living in single
dwelling units relative to all high incame
households in all dwelling unit types
(c) all high income families living in single
dwelling units relative to all high income
households in single dwelling units
(d) all high income families living in attached
dwelling units relative to all high income
households living in attached dwelling units.
Testing for differences resulting from the use of various
?reference populations" I found no remarkable differences between the
rankings of the seventy-six communities if the indices are computed on
the basis of the population of references listed under A, B, and C.
However, there turns out to be a difference between the ranking of
the communities if the index is based upon the reference population
of d: high income families living in attached dwelling units.
One reason is that attached dwelling units are not available
in all communities. Another reason is that in some communities high
income families do choose to live in attached dwelling units, and in
ither communities they do not.
This is important in connection with the major hypothesis
of this thesis which expects that there are high income families who
choose a community of residence primarily on the basis of availability
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of good quality educational facilities. Among those communities
which stand out in the quality of their school system, there are
relatively many which attract a high rate of high income families
into attached dwelling units. Because of the fact that the over-
all picture is that high income families tend to move into single
dwelling units, this finding that a significant number of communi-
ties with high quality school systems do attract high income families
into attached dwelling units, provides evidence that these families
are attracted to these cammunities primarily because of the educa-
tional opportunities provided in these communities. Adding to this
evidence is the fact that these communities do not consistently
score high on other "magnet factors", except on the index indicating
the discrepancy between social services and social needs.
APPENDIX III
Me. Index of Disparative Inmigrat ion
The Index of selective migration determines to what extent
movers distribute themselves non-proportionately over the metropolitan
area.
This index however does not provide an insight into the
consequences of the selective migration on the pattern of socio-
economic characteristics of the metropolitan area as a whole. For
instance, scme comunities have a relatively high concentration of
households of a certain socio-economic characteristic to begin with,
and it would be important to ascertain to what extent selective
migration reinforces existing patterns or equalizes pre-existing
skewed distribution.
To ascertain the effect of selective migration upon the
pattern of socio-econcmic characteristics I have used an Index of
Disparative Inmigration which measures to what extent a flow of movers
of a particular sub population contributes to a widening of the gap
between an a-proportional distribution of socio-economic character-
istics over the various communities.
In order to rank the cammunities according to the dis-
parative character at the observed inmigration the ccmmunities
were first ranked according to their score on the Index of Selective
Inmigration for high income families, and secondly ranked according
to their score on the Index of Selective Inmigration for low income
families. Wherever a community ranked in the two upper quartiles on
the first ranking and on the two lower quartiles on the second ranking
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it was ranked in the upper quartile of the Disparative Inmigration
ranking, and vice versa.
This ranking was virtually identical to the ranking that
results when taking the ratio between: (a) the ratio of the percent-
age of movers with high income over the percentage of non-movers
with high income, and (b) the ratio of the percentage of movers with
low income over the percentage of non-movers with low income, which
is a straight ratio of the ISI for high income families over the
ISI over low income families.
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